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In the Matter of

Schools and Libraries
Universal Service Support Mechanism

Consolidated Request for Review

and/or Waiver by

and Pleasantville School District (NJ)

of a Funding Decision by the

Universal Service Administrative Company

Before'the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

CC Docket No. 02-6

Form 471 Application No. 484579
Billed Entity No. 123365

R i T S A A S N S

AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES J. CARROLL, IIT, ESQ.

L, James J. Carroll, III, Esq. swear:

1. I and my firm are counsel for the Pleasantville School District.

2. On or about March 2, 2018, we filed an appeal with USAC relating to its attempt to collect
FY 2005 funds based upon an alleged refusal of the District to provide USAC with
sufficient information. Exhibit A is a true copy of said appeal submitted and all
attachments thereto.

3. Exhibit B is a true copy of the electronic notice [ received from USAC first notifying me
of USAC’s decision to deny the appeal.

4, Exhibit C is a true copy of the opinion issued by USAC in denying the appeal.

5. Exhibit D is a true copy of the appeal filed relating to the denial of FY 2017 funds.

6. I affirm that the foregoing statements made by me are true to the best of my knowledge,
and that if the statements made by me are willfully false I may be subject to punishment.

DATE: August 13, 2018 | s/James J. Carroll, III, Esq.

JAMES J. CARROLL, III, ESQ.
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EXHIBIT A




APPLICANT WHOQ IS FILING APPEAL: PLEASANTVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT

BILLED ENTITY NUMBER: 123365

SPIN: 143008185

FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER: 0006516231

CONTACT INFORMATION: JAMES J. CARROLL, III, ESQ.,

COUNSEL FOR PLEASANTVILLE 8.,
1 NORTH NEW YORK ROAD, STE. 39
GALLOWAY, NJ 08205

PHONE: 609-404-3440

EMAIL: casinoatty(@aol.com

DOCUMENTATION:

1.

DEMAND PAYMENT LETTER FOR FRN #1344965 IN THE AMOUNT OF $7,200;
FRN #1345400 IN THE AMOUNT OF $34,14.80; FRN #1345358 IN THE AMOUNT OF
$46,080.00 - DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 2018 FOR FUNDING YEAR 2005/SERVICE
PROVIDER NAME: COMTEC SERVICES, INC.

DEMAND PAYMENT LETTER FOR FRN #1345791 IN THE AMOUNT OF
$266,340.47 - DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 2018 FOR FUNDING YEAR 2005/SERVICE
PROVIDER NAME: EPLUS TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

DEMAND PAYMENT LETTER FOR FRN #1343691 IN THE AMOUNT OF $27,000
- DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 2018 FOR FUNDING YEAR 2005/SERVICE PROVIDER
NAME: VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.

DEMAND PAYN[ENT LETTER FOR FRN #1343784 IN THE AMOUNT OF
$27,268.49 - DATED SEPTEMBER 18, 2018 FOR FUNDING YEAR 2005/SERVICE
PROVIDER NAME: SPRINT SPECTRUM LP

DEMAND PAYMENT LETTER FOR FRN #1346262 IN THE AMOUNT OF
$18,206.69; FRN #1346307 IN THE AMOUNT OF $6,175.87 - DATED SEPTEMBER
18, 2018 FOR FUNDING YEAR 2005/SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: XTEL
COMMUNICATIONS INC.

SIGNED CERTIFICATION FROM ELISHA THOMPKINS, BA.
COPY OF FCDL ISSUED ON 1/19/18

COPY OF CORRESPONDENCE TO/FROM DISTRICT AND USAC DATED:
10/2/17,10/9/17, 10/13/17, 10/30/17, 11/15/17, 11/28/17, AND 1/16/18

PBOE JAN./2010 LEGAL BILL FOR SERVICES

COPY OF EMAILS DATED 9/22/10 TO/FROM LINDA GEIGER TO ELISHA
THOMPKINS, BA




7. EMAILS AND LETTER TO LINDA GEIGER TO/FROM MARTIN FRIEDMAN

EXPLANATION:

USAC has asserted that Pleasantville has not repaid $403,517.54 in previously disbursed E-rate
funds. USAC determined that these funding commitments must be rescinded, and the disbursed
funding recovered due to a violation of E-rate program rules. USAC asserted that it sent Demand
Payment Notice on this debt to Pleasantville by letters dated June 16, 2017; August 17, 2017 and
September 18,2017. Pleasantville asserts by signed certification under penalty of law that it never
received the first two Demand Payment Notices dated June 16, 2017 and August 17, 2017. The
first notice Pleasantville received regarding this alleged debt was by letter dated September 18,
017. See attached signed Certification of Elisha Thompkins, Business Administrator, Pleasantville
Board of Education.

In said Demand Payment Notices, which contained a copy of the Funding Adjustment Reports
(“COMAD?) for the above references debts, USAC stated that its investigation had resulted in the
following assertion:

During the course of a review, you [the District] was asked to provide information
regarding Martin Friedman and Alemar Consulting and the roles he played at your
school, including his role in the competitive bidding process. You did not provide
specifics regarding the role played by Mr. Friedman in your competitive bidding
and vendor selection process. Therefore, USAC is unable to make a determination
if your school engaged in a fair and open competitive bidding process free from
conflicts of interest. {Emphasis added.}

This explanation simply did not contain information sufficient to inform the District why the
funding was being rescinded, or if it had any basis for appeal. Specifically, the COMADs did not
state when the “review” was done by USAC; on what date the District was asked to provide
information; or to whom said request was sent. It did not indicate whether the District responded
to the inquiry, but the response was not “specific” enough; or, if the District did respond, what
about their response was missing? Rather, the only information the District had was that sometime
in the last twelve (12) years, USAC allegedly requested information from the District about Martin
Friedman and allegedly the District failed to provide “the specific” information USAC was
seeking. Because the COMADs were so vague and because this all aliegedly happened twelve
(12} years ago, the District had no choice but to request additional documentation from USAC
regarding the matter to determine whether it could appeal.

Under the FCC’s debt collection regulations, debtors have fifteen (15) days from the date of the
demand letter to request a retrieval of invoices and documentation related to a debt to the FCC or
USAC.

By letter dated October 2, 2017, Pleasantville provided USAC with the signed Certification from
the Business Administrator indicating that that the District had not received the initial two notices
from USAC. The letter dated October 2, 2017, also requested a copy of USAC’s file relating to
its investigation. The letter also placed USAC on notice that the District intended to dispute the
propriety of the debt; and/or seek a waiver; and /or appeal the notification. This letter was timely,
as it was sent within twelve (12) days of receipt of the first notice the District received from USAC.
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However, USAC did not provide any response to the District’s October 2, 2017 letter. Thercafter,
by letter dated October 9, 2017, the District again reiterated its request for documentation
indicating what investigation was conducted and what was the basis for the USAC’s COMADs.
USAC did not respond to the letter. Thereafter, by letter dated October 13, 2017, the District again
reiterated its request for documentation. Finally, on October 30, 2017, USAC respouded and
provided the District with documentation. This documentation was provided to the District over
forty (40) days after USAC first notified the District of its demand for repayment of $403,517.54
from funding years 2005, or over eleven (11) years ago.

Upon receipt of the documentation, which was quite voluminous, the District immediately began
its own investigation.

By letter dated November 28, 2017 (or within 31 days of receipt of the voluminous
documentation), the District notified USAC that the USAC documentation, as well as the District’s
own records, indicated that in 2010, the District did respond to an inquiry from Linda Grieger,
relating to information about Martin Friedman. In several of the responses the District provided
to Ms. Geiger’s inquiries, the District indicated that the matter was currently in litigation and that
the Board’s solicitor would be providing additional information as requested. Based upon the
same, the District then attempted to contact the Board’s solicitor at the time, namely, Ray Hamlin,
Esq., to determine what information was provided on the District’s behalf. In the letter dated
November 28, 2017, the District requested additional time to secure this information from the
Board’s prior solicitor and requested a reasonable amount of time to obtain the necessary
information relating to USAC’s allegation that it “did not provide specifics regarding the role
played by Mr. Friedman™ in the competitive bidding process and thereby allow the District to
investigate, refute, appeal or seek a waiver of the claim by USAC that it is owed $403,517.54.

USAC did not provide any response fo the District’s November 28, 2017 letier.

By letter dated January 16, 2018, the District notified USAC that it had been able to contact Ray
Hamlin, Esq., the District’s counsel in 2010. Mr. Hamlin indicated that he had no documentation
that reflected that his firm was ever placed on notice of this issue, who the notification was sent
to, whether there is proof of its receipt, and who specifically provided a response to it. In the
January 16, 2018 letter to USAC, the District asserted that based upon Mr. Hamlin’s response,
there is simply no proof one way or the other to USAC’s assertion that twelve (12) years ago it
made an inquiry of the District and no one responded. The District requested a meeting with the
individual with appropriate guthority at USAC to discuss this matter to seck an amicable
resolution. In response to said request, by email dated January 31, 2018 (or approximately 133
days after the District first received the Demand Payment Notice in September 2017, and after
failure to respond to the District letter dated November 28, 2017), Ms. Sheila Mutray of USAC
wrote:

We reviewed your January 16, 2018 letter in response to USAC’s November 15,
2017 Notice of Dismissal to Pleasantville School District. As indicated in the
November 15th notice, Pleasantville has not repaid $403,517.54 in previously
disbursed E-rate funds. USAC determined that these funding commitments must
be rescinded, and the disbursed funding recovered due to a violation of E-rate
program rules. Because of Pleasantville’s failure to repay the outstanding amounts,
its Funding Year (FY) 2017 funding applications were denied and the funding
commitment decision letter (FCDL) was issued on January 19, 2018. (A copy of
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the FCDL is attached and the FCDL is also available in the E-rate Productivity
Center and noted in Pleasantville’s News Feed.)

To appeal this denial decision, you must submit your appeal to USAC within sixty
(60) days of the denial decisions (by March 20, 2018). If you have any questions
regarding the appeal process, please refer to the appeals section of USAC’s website.

In response to said email, the District submits this appeal and requests a waiver of the
administrative limitations period for pursuing recovery of wrongful disbursements from the
Universal Service Fund.

A party seeking review of a USAC decision is required to file an appeal with USAC within 60
days of the issuance of the decision sought to be reviewed. See, Modernizing the E-rate Program
for Schools and Libraries, WC Docket No. 13-184, Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking,29 FCC Rcd 8870, 8970, para. 252 (2014); 47 C.F.R. §54.719(a), (b) (2015).

Pleasantville asserts that special circumstances exist in this matter to justify a waiver of the
deadline. See, Requests for Review or Waiver of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator
by Academia Avance, et al.;Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC
Docket No. 02-6, Order, 28 FCC Red 12859 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2013), First, it never received
the notices sent in June or August. Thus, Pleasantville was unable to timely file an appeal due to
- circumstances out of its control. Second, because this maiter occurred twelve (12) years ago, the
information provided in the COMAD was not sufficiently detailed to provide Pleasantville with
the ability to appeal the matter timely. Rather, Pleasantville was forced to request additional
documentation from USAC to understand the basis for the COMAD. Third, USAC was delinquent
in its responses to Pleasantville’s requests for documentation and ignored Pleasantville’s requests
for additional time. To provide the District with vague and unspecific allegations that USAC has
conducted some type of unknown “review,” without any indication when the “review” was done;
or by whom, is simply unreasonable. The District had no way of knowing what occurred back in
2005 and had no way to know what specific information was asked for; to whom it was asked; or
when. Even USAC’s own explanation admitted, “USAC is unable to make a determination.”
Based upon its inability to appeal because of all the unknown factors, the District took the
reasonable step of immediately contacting the USAC and asking for more specific documentation.
After receipt of the documentation, the District immediately began its own investigation. Then,
when the District was able to determine that it believed it had responded to USAC’s “review” and
“inquiry,” back in 2010, the District again, immediately contacted USAC and informed them of
its findings and asked for a meeting with any individual who may have the authority to review the
evidence and resolve the issue. When USAC failed to agree to the same by email dated January
31, 2018, the District filed the instant appeal in less than thirty (30) days.

Finally, USAC’s recovery action for funding year 2005 violates the FCC’s policy directive that
USAC finish its investigations and seek recovery within five years of the final delivery of service
for a specific funding year. As USAC is aware, in the Fifth Report and Order, the Commission
“for administrative efficiency” announced a policy that inquiries related to wrongful E-rate
program disbursements should be completed within five years of the final delivery of service for
a specific funding year. See, Schools and Libraties Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC
Docket 02-6, Fifth Report and Order, 19 FCC Red 15808, 15819 (2004) (Fifth Report and Order).




The Commission found that this policy struck “an appropriate balance between preserving the
Commission’s fiduciary duty to protect the fund against waste, fraud and abuse and the
beneficiaries” need for certainty and closure in their E-rate application processes.” Id.at 15819,
para. 33. Pleasantville acknowledges that this policy is a “preference,” and not an absolute bar to
recovery; however, it respectfully asserts that the same can serve as a basis to support a claim of
special circumstances in seeking an untimely appeal. In the instant matter, USAC did not seek
reimbursement of the monies which were distributed in funding year 2005 until September 2017
— or twelve years later. Such a lengthy amount of time should serve as sufficient special
circumstances to allow Pleasantville to file an appeal out of time.

Pleasantville also submits that there is a significant difference in the COMADS issued by USAC
in 2017 — the year Pleasantville received its COMADS, which show a present pattern of conduct
on the part of USAC which flagrantly violates the FCC’s clearly stated policy preference that
inquiries related to wrongful E-rate program disbursements should be completed within five years
of the final delivery of service for a specific funding year.

Specifically, between 2013-2016, the commitment adjustment occurred on average 2.8 years after
the start of the funding year. This is consistent with the timeframe of audits that result from the
disbursement of funds. Funds are disbursed in Year 1; payments are andited in Year 2; and the
audit findings are approved and the recovery of funds initiated sometime soon thereafter; i.c., 2.8
years after the funds are disbursed. However, in 2017 the COMADS were different; not onty were
the applicant numbers significantly increased, and more money was at risk, the COMADS
themselves were nearly twice as old. In fact the oldest COMAD was from funding year 2001 — or
17 years ago. The total amount in money sought to be reimbursed to USAC went from $4.3million
during 2013-16 to over $60million in 2017.

Pleasantville respectfully asserts that this pattern of conduct exhibited by USAC in 2017 directly
and significantly violates the FCC’s “policy preference” that inquiries related to wrongful E-rate
program disbursements should be completed within five years of the final delivery of service for
a specific funding year. In 2017, Pleasantville was clearly not the only District who was handed a
COMAD that was eleven (11) years old. This change in procedures by USAC should not be
tolerated and is a flagrant violation of the expressed and clear preference of the FCC in handling
these matters. The same should be a consideration in deciding if allowing Pleasantville to move
forward with its alleged untimely appeal is in the “public interest.” Pleasantville respectfully
asserts the same is clearly in the public’s best interest.

Alternatively, Pleasantville also requests, a waiver of the 60-day filing deadline based upon good
cause shown. See, 47 CFR. § 1.3. A rule may be waived where the particular facts make strict
compliance inconsistent with the public interest. See, Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC,
897F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990). Itis a hardship for Pleasantville to repay this extraordinary
large amount of money that was disbursed twelve (12) years ago. Equity dictates that Pleasantville
be granted a waiver of the deadline based upon the reasons stated above. See, WAIT Radio v.
FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1969), aff’d, 459 F.2d 1203 (D.C. Cir. 1972). Pleasantville
asserts that a waiver is appropriate because special circumstances in this matter warrant a deviation
from the general rule, and such deviation would better serve the public interest than strict
adherence to the general rule. See, Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 1166. USAC has a strong
interest in ensuring efficient program administration, but Pleasantville respectfully asserts that it




does not serve the public interest to refuse to allow Pleasantville the opportunity to challenge the
reimbursement request from USAC under these circumstances.

In support of the District’s assertion that its investigation has revealed that it did respond to Linda
Gieger’s inquiry back in 2010 regarding Martin Friedman, and therefore, said debt is invalid, the
District attaches the following documents;

1. Pleasantville BOE — January 2010 legal bill for services rendered by Ray Hamlin, Esq.,
counsel for Pleasantville at the time which indicate that on 12/8/10 and 12/17/10, he spoke with
Michael Shea and Elisha Thompkins regarding documents requested by USAC; on 12/21/10, he
spoke with Linda Geiger at USAC regarding documents requested by USAC from PBOE regarding
e-rate funding. -

2. A copy of emails dated September 22, 2010 from Linda Geiger to Elisha Thompkins
wherein Mr. Thompkins provided a written response to Ms. Geiger’s questions which specifically
related to Mr. Friedman.

3. A copy of a letter to Linda Geiger from Martin Friedman written in response to a
November 10, 2010 request for information for Special Compliance Review Team. Mr. Friedman
provided detailed answers to a number of questions all relating to the bidding and selection of
providers process.

In conclusion, the District respectfully requests that it should be permitted to appeal the
COMADs issued to Pleasantville by letters dated September 18, 2017 referenced above and said
appeal should be granted based upon the documentation provided herein which disputes USAC’s
assertion that the District did not provide specifics regarding the role played by Mr. Friedman in
the competitive bidding and vendor selection process. USAC should rescind all of its COMADS
relating to the $403,517.54.

Date: March 2, 2018 s/James J. Carroll, Esqg.
JAMES J. CARROLL, ESQ.
Counsel for Pleasantville School District
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Thank you for your Funding Year 2017 application for the Schools and Libraries Universal Service
Support Program (E-rate) and for any assistance you provided throughout our review. The current
funding statuses of the FCC Form 471 funding requests are inciuded in the News post in your E-rate
Productivity Center (EPC) account.

The Universal Service Administrative Company {USAC) is sending this information to both the
applicant(s) and the service provider{s) so that you can work together to implement the approved
discount(s) after the applicant files the FCC Form 486, Receipt of Service Confirmation and Children’s
Internet Protection Act (CIPA) requirements.

Applicants and service providers should work together to determine if bills will be discounted or if the
applicant will request reimbursement from USAC after paying their bills in full. Applicants should then:

s Review CIPA requirements.
o  File the FCC Form 486.

Once the FCC Form 486 has been filed, invoice USAC using the FCC Form 472, Billed Entity Applicant
Reimbursement (BEAR) Form, as products and services are being delivered and billed. If you have opted
to pay only your portion of the cost of the eligible services, then the service provider must file an FCC
Form 474, Service Provider Invoice (SP1} Form, to receive reimbursement from USAC.

If you wish to appeal a decision in this letter to USAC, your appeal must be filed within 60 days of the
date of this letter. Failure to meet this deadline will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal.

All appeals must be filed in EPC by selecting “Appeal” from the menu in the top right hand corner of
your landing page and providing the requested information.

Your appeal should include the following information. Because you file the appeal through your EPC
account, the system will automatically add much of the following identifying information for you.

1) Name, address, telephone number, and email address for the contact person for this appeal.
2) State outright that your letter is an appeal. Include the following to identify the USAC decision
letter (e.g., FCDL) and the decision you are appealing:
a. Appellant name,
b. Applicant name and service provider name, if different from appellant,
¢. Applicant BEN and Service Provider Identification Number {SPIN)
d. FCCForm 471 Application Number and the Funding Request Number (FRN) or Numbers
as assigned by USAC,
e. "Funding Commitment Decision Letter for Funding Year 2017," AND the exact text or the
decision that you-are appealing. e —
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3) Please keep your appeal to the point, and provide supporting documentation. Be sure to keep a
copy of your entire appeal, including any correspondence and documentation. A copy will
automatically be saved for you in EPC.

4) If you are the applicant, please provide a copy of your appeal to the service provider(s) affected
by USAC's decision.to the applicant(s) affected by USAC's decision.

If you are the service provider, please provide a copy of your appeal to the applicant(s) affected by your
decision. USAC will reply to your appeal submissions to confirm receipt.

For more information on submitting an appeal to USAC including step by step instructions on how to file
the appeal through EPC, please see "Appeals” in the Schools and Libraries section of the USAC website.

Please remember that waivers of an official E-rate rule can only be sought at the Federai
Communications Commission (FCC), not USAC. Conversely, the FCC will not accept appeals of USAC
decisions that have not first been appealed to USAC. See 47 C.F.R. § 54.719.

Applicants are required to pay the non-discount portion of the cost of the products and/or services to
their service provider(s). Service providers are required to bilt applicants for the non-discount portion.
The FCC stated that requiring applicants to pay their share ensures efficiency and accountability in the
program. If USAC is being hilled via the FCC Form 474, the service provider must first bill the applicant
before it bills USAC. If USAC is being billed via the FCC Form 472 (BEAR), the applicant pays the service
provider in full {the non-discount plus discount portion) and then seeks reimbursement from USAC.
Note that starting on July 1, 2017, applicants submitting BEARs will be reimbursed directly by USAC. If
you anticipate, for any reason, that you or your service provider cannot file an invoice on time, a one-
time 120 invoice deadline extension will be granted to extension requests receive on or before the last
date to invoice. If you are using a trade-in as part of your non-discount portion, please refer to Disposal
or Trade-in of Equipment posted in the Reference Area of our website for more information.

Applicants' receipt of funding commitments is contingent on their compliance with all statutory,
regulatory, and procedural requirements of the Schools and Libraries Program and the FCC's rules.
Applicants who have received funding commitments continue to be subject to audits and other reviews
that USAC and/or the FCC may undertake periodically to assure that funds that have been committed
are being used in accordance with all such requirements. USAC may be required to reduce or cancel
funding commitments that were not issued in accordance with such requirements, whether due to
action or inaction, including but not limited to that by USAC, the applicant, or the service provider.
USAC, and dther appropriate authorities (including but not limited to the FCC), may pursue enforcement
actions and other means of recourse to collect improperly disbursed funds.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company
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1 N. New York Rd., Suite 39
Galloway, NJ 08205

Phone: (609) 404-3440
Fax: (609)404-3441

James J. Carroll, Il (AZ and NJ Bar) : CasinoAtty@aol.com
Benjamin B. Brenner (NJ Bar) Ben@CarrollLawFirm.com
Daniel J. Gallagher (NT Bar) Of Counsel

Darryl Rhone (NJ Bar) Gf Counsel

October 2, 2017

Yia Email Sheila.murray@usac.org

Sheila Murray

Universal Service Administrative Co.
Schools and Libraries Program

PO Box 7026

Lawrence, KS 66044-7026

Re: PAST DUE NOTICE
FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER 484579

FUNDING YEARS 2005/2006

APPLICANT’S FORM INDENTIFIER PSDY8.1

BILLING ENTITY NUMBER 123365

FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER 0006516231

SPIN 143001362

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.

SERVICE PROVIDED CONTACT ROBERT KANNEGIESER
Ms. Murray:

As you are aware, we are counsel for the Pleasantville School District. Attached please
find documentation from USAC to the District which includes Demand Payment Letter(s) —
Second Request(s). '
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Attached hereto as well please find a certification from the District’s Business
Administration/Board Secretary Elisha Thompkins that the attached documentation is the first
notice the District has received from USAC regarding this claim. (See attached certification).

Based upon a telephone conversation you had with my paralegal, Karyn White, it is our
understanding that while you have requested retrieval of the entire file, it is your belief that two
prior notifications were sent to the District: 1) Commitment Adjustment Notice dated June 16,
2017; and 2) Demand Letter(s) — First Notice(s) dated August 17, 2017.

It is the assertion of the District, as indicated in the attached certification submitted, that it
never received either the Commitment Adjustment Notice dated June 16, 2017 or Demand
Letter(s) — First Notice(s) dated August 17, 2017,

You indicated on the phone that you are legally required to provide us with the entire file,
including any and all notices previously sent, within seven (7) days of our request; however, you
will attempt to get us the same in the next couple of days. Upon receipt and review of the same,
we will provide a response to USAC’s demand for repayment of this debt. However, kindly allow
this correspondence to place USAC on notice that the District intends to: dispute the propriety of
the debt; and/or seek a waiver; and/or appeal the notification based upon, inter alia, the
extraordinary circumstance that over eleven (11) have passed since the time the funding was
provided until the date that USAC notified the District that it wanted the money back.

Surely, you are aware of the FCC’s policy directive that USAC finish its investigations and
seck recovery within five years of the final delivery of service for a specific funding year and that
in the Fifth Report and Order, the Commission “for administrative efficiency” announced a policy
that inquiries related to wrongful E-rate program disbursements should be completed within five
years of the final delivery of service for a specific funding year.! The Commission found that this
policy struck “an appropriate balance between preserving the Commission’s fiduciary duty to
protect the fund against waste, fraud and abuse and the beneficiaries’ need for certainty and closure
in their E-rate application processes.” In this instance, it took USAC over eleven (11) years to
finish its inquiries of the funding year 2005 disbursements.

USAC and the Commission have a duty to make sure that the E-rate program is operated
efficiently and effectively for the benefit of our nation’s schools and libraries. While we will
obviously wait to receive the requested documentation and the entire file before filing the
appropriate dispute/waiver/appeal, we are seriously concerned that USAC waited such an
extraordinary long time — over a decade! — to 1) seek repayment of money that was previously
provided to the District; and 2) to seek money that the District no longer has in its possession
because it was used to pay the service providers. (See attached certification hereto). In our initial

! Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, C C Docket 02-6, Fifth Report and Order, 19 FCC
Red 15808, 15819 (2004) (Fifth Report and Order).
2 Thid,
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review of the matter, we respectfuily submit that such action is not following the directive to
operate “efficiently and effectively for the benefit of our nation’s schools.”

Kindly be so advised. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Very truly yours,

s/Benjamin B. Brenner
BBB/klw BENJAMIN B. BRENNER, ESQ.
cc: James J. Carroll, III, Esq.
Dr. Clarence Alston
Elisha Thompkins




James J. Carroll II1, Esquire

Benjamin B Brenner NJ Bar No. 00707-2011
THE CARROLL LAW FIRM

One North New York Road, Suite 39
Galloway, New Jersey 08205

(609) 404-3440 / fax: (609) 404-3441
Attorney for Pleasantville Board of Education

IN THE MATTER OF
Pleasantville Board of Education

USAC — Commitment Adjustment funding
Years 2005-2006

CERTIFICATION OF
ELISHA THOMPKINS,
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR

I, Elisha Thompkins, of full age, hereby certify as follows:

i, I am employed by the City of Pleasantville School District and Board of Education

(hereinafter the “District™) as the Business Administrator. I am personally familiar with

the assertions made herein.

2. On or about September 20, 2017, the District received from USAC Demand Payment

Letter(s) — Second Notice(s) relating to the following funding received in 2005/2006:

484579

FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER
FUNDING YEARS 2005/2006
APPLICANT’S FORM INDENTIFIER PSDY8.1
BILLING ENTITY NUMBER 123365
FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER 0006516231
SPIN 143001362
SERVICE PROVIDER NAME VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.
SERVICE PROVIDED CONTACT ROBERT KANNEGIESER
3. This was the first correspondence and/or notice that the District received relating to this

matter.
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4, The District never received a Commitment Adjustment letter/notice in June 2017; nor did
it receive Demand Payment Letter(s) — First Notice(s) in August 2017.

3. The District is no longer is possession of the monies that USAC is seeking to recoup as
the same was paid to the service providers in 2005 and 2006.

6. I certify that the statements made by me are true to the best of my knowledge, and that if

the statements made by me are willfully false I may be subject to punishment.

DATE: October 2, 2017 s/Elisha Thompkins
Elisha Thompkins, Business Administrator

Pleasantville School District




LAW FIRMriLC

"1 N. New York Rd., Suitc 39

Galloway, NT 08205
Phone: (609) 404-3440
Fax: (609}404-3441

James J. Carroll, III (AZ and NJ Bar)
Benjamin B. Brenner (NJ Bar)

Daniel J. Gallagher (NJ Bar) Of Counsel
Darryl Rhone {NJ Bar) Of Counsel

Via Email Sheila.murrav@usac.org

Sheila Murray

Universal Service Administrative Co.
Schools and Libraries Program

PO Box 7026

Lawrence, KS 66044-7026

Re: PAST DUE NOTICE
FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER
FUNDING YEARS
APPLICANT’S FORM INDENTIFIER
BILLING ENTITY NUMBER
FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER
SPIN
SERVICE PROVIDER NAME
SERVICE PROVIDED CONTACT

Ms. Murray:

CasinoAtty@aol.com
Ben@CarrollLawFirm.com

Oetober 92047
2" REQUEST: October 13, 2017

484579
~ 2005/2006
PSDY3.1
123365
0006516231
143001362
VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.
ROBERT KANNEGIESER

As you are aware, we arc counsel for the Pleasantville School District. On October 2,
2017, we made a request for the entire file in the above matter. It was our understanding that the
same would be provided within a couple of days but certainly no longer than within seven (7) days.
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As of the date of this letter, we have not been provided a copy of the file. Kindly advise when we
can expect the same and why there was a delay in answering our request.

Thank you for your immediate attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing from
you at your earliest convenience,

Very truly yours,

s/Benjamin B. Brenner
BBB/klw BENJAMIN B. BRENNER, ESQ.

cc:  James J. Carroll, IIT, Esq.
Dr. Clarence Alston
Elisha Thompkins
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neCARROLL.
LAW FIRMrLC

1 N. New York Rd., Suite 39
Galloway, NJ 08205
Phone: {609} 404-3440
Fax: (609)404-3441

James I, Carroll, Il {AZ and NJ Bar) CasinoAtty@acl.com
Benjamin B. Brenner (NJ Bar) Ben@CarrollLawFirm.com
Daniel J. Gallagher (NJ Bar) Of Counse!

Darryl Rhone (NJ Bar} Of Counsel

November 28, 2017

Via email: Tracey.Beaver@usac.org :
Tracey A. Beaver, Director, School and Library Division
Lanidex Plaza West

PO Box 685

Parsippany, NY 07054-0685

RE: Notification of Withholding Action Pending Red Light Rule
Application pending commitment: 171039912
Billed entity 123365
Fund Year 2017

Dear Ms. Beaver:

_ As you are aware, we represent Board counsel for the Pleasantville School District. We
are in receipt of the above referenced “Notice of Dismissal” to the District dated November 15,
2017.

As you are aware, the District has disputed the alleged “delinquent amount™ owed. By
letter dated October 2, 2017 to Sheila Murray, the District notified USAC that it disputed the
propriety of the debt; and/or was going to seek a waiver; and/or appeal the notification based upon,
inter alia, the exiraordinary circumstance that over eleven (11) have passed since the time the
funding was provided until the date that USAC first notified the District that it wanted the money
back and further based upon the certification of the following:

1. On or about September 20, 2017, the District received its first notice from USAC which
was a “Demand Payment Letter(s) — Second Notice(s)” relating to the following funding received

1
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in 2005/2006; and

FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER 484579

FUNDING YEARS 2005/2006

APPLICANT’S FORM INDENTIFIER PSDYS.1

BILLING ENTITY NUMBER 123365

FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER 0006516231

SPIN 143001362

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.

SERVICE PROVIDED CONTACT ROBERT KANNEGIESER
2. This was the first correspondence and/or notice that the District received relating to this
matter; and
3. The District never received a Commitment Adjustment letter/notice in June 2017; nor did

it receive Demand Payment Letter(s) — First Notice(s) in August 2017; and

4, The District is no longer is possession of the monies that USAC is seeking to recoup as the
same was paid to the service providers in 2005 and 2006.

Said letter dated October 2, 2017 also requested a copy of the entire file. USAC provided
a copy of the file to us on October 31, 2017, almost three weeks later and only after several follow
up inquiries. The District was only first notified of this alleged debt in September 2017. We could
not get a copy of the file until October 31%. We had this voluminous file in our possession for less
than two weeks when the District received the Notice of Dismissal for 2017. It is ironic that it
took USAC over 11 years to determine that money was allegedly improper paid to the District but
that presently, USAC is moving rather quickly to deny any further monies to the District. We
respectfully assert that this is unfair, unreasonable and not in the interest of justice or equity to the
District. :

Moreover, the documéntation in the file indicates, among other things, that in 2010, the
District did respond to an inquiry from Linda Grieger, USAC, Schools and Library Division
relating to information about an individual named Martin Friedman. In several of the responses
the District provided to USAC inquiries, the District indicated that the matter was currently in
litigation and that the Board’s solicitor would be providing additional information as requested.

Based upon the same, we have attempted to contact the Board’s solicitor at the time,
namely Ray Hamlin, Esq. to determine what information was provided on the District’s behaif.
We are awaiting his response.

Therefore, we respectfully request on behalf of the District that any application by the
District for 2017 be held in abeyance for a reasonable time petiod; we suggest sixty days (60) from
the date of the Notice of Dismissal dated November 15, 2017; thus, permitting the District a
reasonable amount of time to investigate, refute, appeal, or seek a waiver of the claim by USAC
that it is owed $403,517.54.
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While your letter dated October 30, 2017 asserts that the policy regarding the
administrative period for conducting investigations and audits does not affect the statute of
limitations applicable under DCIA, as indicated in prior correspondence and above, we intend to
challenge USAC assertion that this was a valid debt. We further we respectfully assert even if it
is determined to be a debt, while the same may not be “controlled” by FCC’s Fifth Report and
Order, the collection of the same clearly violates the very nature of the “balance” the Commission
sought to establish between “preserving the Commission’s fiduciary duty to protect the fund
against waste, fraud and abuse and the beneficiaries’ need for certainty and closure in their E-rate
application processes.”

We appreciate your serious consideration of our request. Thank you for your immediate
attention to this matter. We look forward to hearing from you.

Very truly yours,
BB/klw s/Benjamin B. Brenner
cc: James J. Carroll, I, Esq. BENJAMIN B. BRENNER, ESQ.
Dr. Clarence Alston
Elisha Thompkins

Sheila Murray (via email: Sheila. Murray@usac.org)
Cyndi Beach (via email: Cyndi.Beach@usac.org)
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1 N. New York Rd., Suite 39
Galloway, NJ 08205
Phone: (609) 404-3440

Fax: (609)404-3441

tCARROLL.
FIRMeLe

James J. Carroll, Il {AZ and NJ Bar) CasinoAtty@aol.com
Benjamin B. Brenner {NJ Bar) Ben@CarrollLawFirm.com

Daniel J. Gallagher (NJ Bar} Of Counsef
Darryl Rhone {NJ Bar) Of Counsel

Via email: Tracey.Beaver@usac.org

Tracey A. Beaver, Director, School and Library Division
Lanidex Plaza West

PO Box 685

Parsippany, NY 07054-0685

Via Email Sheila.murray@usac.org
Sheila Murray

Universal Service Administrative Co.
Schools and Libraries Program

PO Box 7026

Lawrence, KS 66044-7026

RE: PAST DUE NOTICE

FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER 484579

January 16, 2018

FUNDING YEARS 2005/2006

APPLICANT’S FORM INDENTIFIER PSDY8.1

BILLING ENTITY NUMBER 123365

FCC REGISTRATION NUMBER 0006516231

SPIN - 143001362

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME VERIZON NEW JERSEY INC.
SERVICE PROVIDED CONTACT ROBERT KANNEGIESER

RE: Notification of Withholding Action Pending Red Light Rule

Application pending commitment; 171039912
Billed entity 123365




Fund Year 2017
Dear Ms. Beaver and Ms. Murray:

As you are aware, we are counsel for the Pleasantville School District. As you are also
aware, we have been attempting to provide USAC with a response to its allegations that there is a
delinquent amount owed by the District. '

As previously indicated, by letter dated October 2, 2017 to Sheila Murray, the District
notified USAC that it disputed the propriety of the debt; and/or was going to seek a waiver; and/or
appeal the notification based upon, inter alia, the extraordinary circumstance that over eleven (11)
have passed since the time the funding was provided until the date that USAC first notified the
District that it wanted the money back and further based upon the certification of the following:
(1) On or about September 20, 2017, the District received its first notice from USAC which was a
“Demand Payment Letter(s) — Second Notice(s)” relating to the following funding received in
2005/2006; (2) this was the first correspondence and/or notice that the District received relating to
this matter; (3) the District never received a Commitment Adjustment letter/notice in June 2017;
nor did it receive Demand Payment Letter(s) — First Notice(s) in August 2017; and finaily, (4) the
District is no longer is possession of the monies that USAC is secking to recoup as the same was
paid to the service providers in 2005 and 2006.

Based upon information alleged in the file provided to the District, the same indicated that
in 2010, the District did respord to an inquiry from Linda Grieger, USAC, Schools and Library
Division relating to information about an individual named Martin Friedman. In several of the
responses the District provided to USAC inquiries, the District indicated that the maiter was
currently in “litigation™ and that the “Board’s solicitor” would be providing additional information
as requested.

Based upon the same, we contacted Ray Hamlin, Esquire, of Hunt Hamlin & Ridley, 60
Park Place, 16™ floor, Newark, NJ 07102 who was Board counsel in October 2010. We asked Mr.
Hamlin whether he had any recollection or record of what information he provided to USAC.
Attached please find a copy of a certification that we sent to Mr. Hamlin for his review and if
agreeable, his signature. Upon receipt of the inquiry and certification, Mr. Hamlin responded via
email:

I have had an opportunity to review the information that was sent to me.
First I am in no position as of this moment to execute a certification. Second, I have
seen no documents that reflect that our firm was ever placed on notice of this issue,
who the notification was sent to, whether or not there is proof of its receipt and who
specifically provided any response to it. As of this date, I have communicated with
someone from your office advising that I nor anyone in this firm has ever heard of
this issue prior to your initial inquiry. If you are able to provide responses to my
inquiry perhaps I would be in a better position to decide how we can be of
assistance.

Based upon Mr. Hamlin’s response, we do not believe that there are any records of exactly
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what was provided to USAC in response to its inquiry over eleven (11) years ago. It is clear now
that the District has been severely prejudiced by the amount of time that has passed in attempiing
to defend itself from USAC’s allegations.

Therefore, we respectfully renew our request on behalf of the District that any application
by the District for 2017 continue to be held in abeyance. We also request a meeting with whomever
at USAC is responsible for investigating and prosecuting this alleged “delinquent” debt from over
eleven (11) years ago. Kindly forward this letter to your legal department if appropriate.

We are hopeful that such a meeting will allow the parties to amicably resolve this matter
and permit the District a reasonable opportunity to further investigate, refute, appeal, or seek a
waiver of the claim by USAC that it is owed $403,517.54.

We appreciate your serious consideration of our request. We are available to meet with
whomever has the appropriate authority to discuss this matter at your convenience. We look

forward to hearing from you.

Thank you for your immediate attention and assistance to this matter.

Very truly yours,
BB/klw ' s/Benjamin B. Brenner
cc:  James J. Carroll, ITT, Esq. BENJAMIN B. BRENNER, ESQ.
Dr. Clarence Alston
Elisha Thompkins

Ray Hamlin, Esq. (via email)
Cyndi Beach (via email: Cyndi.Beach@usac.org)
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The Law Firm of
HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY
Covnsmions At Law -
Ramaid ¢ Hupt * Misrany Pang BuiLbing gm:;
Raytond L. Hamlls 60 Paiix Piace, 157 Fioon Cynthia H, Hardaway!
Yorry Ridley Newany, New Jeasey 07102 aawmw
gridehsnmd T (973) 242-4471 ,
Kelty T Mcritf Tacerax: (973) 202-8295 o dcited n A
v HuntHamiinRidlay.com
December 8, 2010
Dennis Mulvihifl, Business Admsinistvator
Pleasantville Board of Bducation
801 Mill Road :
Pleagantvitle, New Jersey 08232
Re:  Bill for Legal 8¢

Dear Mr, Mulvihill:

Enclosed please find our bill in accordance with the Agreement fo provide general logat
services and litigation services for the Bill for Legal Services. Please remit payment for the -
amount of $22,717.88 as soon as possible. If'you should have any farther questions, pleage

contact me directly.
Very truly yours,
. HAMLIN & !‘%}LEY : ' '
Raymlnd L. Hemlin
RLHsb
Baclosura ‘ £




RITFICATION

) the services in this matter of Pleasantville Board of Bducation, were

L hereby certify: (i
firm; and (2) e dishursements reptesent the actual

porsonally rendered by me or a member of the
expenses incurred in this matter,

{ certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true, Tam aware that if any of the
g statements made by me are willfully false, L am subject to punishment,

RAYMOND L. HAMLIN, ESQ., PARTNER

foregoi

2-757%




PLEASANTVILLE BOARD OF EDUCATION NOVEMEER 2010
BILLFOR SERVICES RENDERED

| w Reviewed notics provided in PBOE v, Richman 0.05

11/1/10

HANG

‘!s‘,,‘

1172/10 )

11/2/10

11/3/10
1153/16
1163/10
11/3/10

11/3/10

11/4/10

Review documents and ptepare for trial 1.05
Re: Mora.v. PBOB

Mora v. PBOB-Deposition Summary of Dy, Alston Vol. | 3.0
for trial prep

Mota v. PBOB-Deposition Summary of D, Alston VoL, 1 L5
for trial prep

Reviewed documents from the fils, prepared for phope conference 1,25
w/tudge re: Mot v, PBOE

Reviewed deposition of Dr, Alstori re: More v. PROE 2.0

Reviawed Petitionors Opposition to Respondsuts Motion for 2.75
Summary Judgment re; Caldwell v, Griffin

Roviewed 6/3/10 correspondence from Rishman; draft notes 1.5
Relative to interrogatory question re: Richman v. PROR

Reeviewed complaint filed in Ruffin v. PROR 0.50
Spoke with Denais Mulvihill regarding Alemar v, FBOB 0.10

Reviewed interrogatory answers of Pleintiff in Ruffinv, PBOE 3,00

Reviewed Plaintiff's responses to Defendant's Request for 0.50
Admissions in Ruffin v, FBOR -

Reviewed PlaintifPs responses to Defendant’s request for (.25
production of documents re: Ruffin v. PBOR -

Reviewed Plaintiff's documents provided in response to
PBOE's request in Ruffin v. PBOE

— memorandum from Alston to Ruffin dated Augnst 19, 2009 0.15
~ Administrative evaluation of Raffin for 08-09 school year 028
— Reviewed notice of Administrative leave dated July 17, 2009 0.10
~ Reviewed notice of termination dated Augnat 12, 2009 0.05

.~ Prudential documents regarding State Employocs Pension Plan ~ 0.15

HOURS

(kM)
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(RW)
(RW)
(X8)
(RW)
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(KM)
(KM}
(KM)

(KM)
(KM)




11/4/10
11/5/10
11/5/110

11/5/10

11/5/10
11/5/10

11/6/10
11/7110
11/7/10
11/8/10
11/8/10
11/8/10

11/8/1¢
11/8/10

Ruffin's job search list and attachments

Reviewed unemployment documents of Ruffia

Reviewed Ruffin's contract with PROE

Reviewed corraspondence between Ruffig & Dr. Grantham
Reviewed August 11, 2009 Board agenda

Reviewed Intetrogatory answers of Defendant in Ruffin v. PBOB
Spoke with Arthur Murray's secretury regarding Ruffin v. PBOE

Reviewed personne! file of Ruffin
Re: Ruffin v, PROR

Began prepating deposition questions for James Rudfin
Re: Ruffin v. PROB

Telephone conference regarding Grantham v, PROE

Mora v. PBOB-Deposition Sumrmary of Dr. Alston Vol. 1 for
trial prep, .

Continted preparing deposition questions for James Ruffin

- Re: Ruffin v. PBOB

Continued preparing deposition questions for James Ruffin
Re: Ruffin v. PBOE

Reviewed FMLA statue regarding complainis alleged in
Ruffin v. PBOE

Researched the standard for Summary Judgment and response
To Petitioner's Argument re: Caldwell v, Griffin

Prepared a letter to PBOE reguesting the personnel file of
Lomniyell Sykes regarding the matter of Ruffin v, PBOBE

Read the May 26, 2008 Board meefing minutes in preparstion
Tor deposition of Plaintiff in Ruffin v, PBOE

Read the August 11, 2009 Board meeting minutes in proparation
for deposition of Plaintiff in Ruffin v. PBOR

Revissd the deposition questions prepared in Ruffin v, PBOR
Prepared a letter to the mediator in Ruffin v. PBOE

1.50
0.25
0.35
0.05
0.35

0,75
0.10
1.50

175

10

L7
375
0.25
2.0

0.10
0.75
1.00

3.00

0.10

(KM)
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(EM)

(km)

KM)
KM)

KM)

(RLH)
RW)

(KM)




11/8/10 Continued preparation of Mold Investigation Report
including comparing information contained in notes with
information contained in unread e-mails

e b, ]
(1180~ Finatizo PBOB v, Richman discovery dsman
—‘—MDM""

14810 Mora v. PBOB-Deposition Summaty of Dr, Alston Vel 2
for trial prep

11/9/10 Reviewed proposed Agenda for Bourd Meeting
Board Meeting

- B
Drafted Respondents Reply brief to Petitionets Opposition
" Re: Caldwell v, Griffin

11/10/10 Continued preparation of Mold Investigation Raport
including comparing information contained in notes with
information contained in unread e-mails

11/16/10 Mora v. PBOE-Deposition Summary of Dr. Alston Vol, 2
for trial prep

11/10/10 Reviewed Indemnification Agreement provided by Elisha
Thompking regarding the Thanksgiving Day parade

sy,

. 11/10/10

Review and Read of Commissioner’s decision in case
Ra: Rankins v. PBOE

1110/10 Conference call w/Petitioner’s Attomey regarding

Commissioner’s decision re: Rankins v, PROE

Reviewed Petitioners Aitachments to Opposition fo
Respondent’s Motion for Summary Judgment, brief
And transcript of Atlantic City case |
Re: Marty Small et als, re: Caldwell v. Griffin

11/11/10 Review documents and took notes, veviewed complaint
Filed and reguest re: Gloria Grantham v, PBOR

11112/10 Reviewed ¢-mail message regarding Reading First Grant
and reviewed spread sheet

1210 Regsarched points raised on Attached Brief
Re; Caldweli v. Griffic

2.50

1.0

10

2!50

20

125,

0.25

S50

6.0

1.0
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/1210

{ 12/13/13 ' >
N

11/13/16

11/1571¢

{ 11/15/10 )

11/15/10

o :ﬁ"—i“"‘ﬂr@;’-;a«_‘ N

¥, Hasn
1171510

1/15/10

11/16/10

Review documents, discussion w/Atty, RLH, raview letters sent
To the coust, from the Plaintiff Atty. re: Mora v, PROE

Dratled notes in preparation of Summary Judgment Motion
Re: Caldwell v, Griffin

Review file, continue draft of answers to interrogataries, review
RLEH notes, compare answer to petition, check review law
On reasons for violation re: Gloria Granthem v, PBOR

Continved preparation of Mold Investigation Report
including comparing information contained in notes with
information contained in unvead e-tnails and gathering
of documents in support thereof

Reviewed notes for Summary Judgment Argument
Re: Caldwell v. Griffin

Reviewed Unfair Labor Practice Complaint re: Smith v, PROE

Discnssion w/Ms, Graves, review questions
Re: Gloria Grantham v. PBOR

Disoussion w/RLH, raview file, review questions to
Interrgotaonies, continue draft of answers re; Grantham v, PROB

Revisw question and prepare answer to interrogatories
Re: Gloria Grantham v, PRBOE

Completed final preparation of Mold Investigation Report
including comparing information contained in notes with
information contained in unread e-mails, proofreading and

- gathering of documents contained therein

11/16/10

11/16/10

11116/10
1716/10
11/16/10

Review file, discussion w/Atty, RLH, discussion w/Atty, KW,

Discassion w/Asty. TR, Continue angwers to interrogatories
Re: Gloria Grantham v. PBOE

Review letters from the Atty, and review docaments in case
Re: Mora v. PBOR '

Board Meeting
Spoke with Elisha Thompking regarding Alemar v. PBOE
Spoks with Blisha Thompkins regarding Alemar v, PBOE

.50

2,15

.30

4.50

1.50

5
10

2.0

2.10

3.15

2.0

2.25
0.15

0.15
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11/16/10

1/17/10
o

. Oral Argument on Seromary Judgment before Hou. Valerie 2.0

11718/10

H/18/10

11/18116

11/18/10

{1/18/10

11719/1¢

11/19/10

11/20/10

11/20/10

11121710

Rescarched issues raised by Unfair Labor Practice Complaint 2,50
Re: Smith v. PBOE

Telephone conversation with Mrs. Graves regarding issves 25
raised at Board Mecting

Armstrong, A.J.8.C. re; Caldwell v. Griffin

YDrafted Answer and Separats Defenses re; Caldwell v. Griffin =~ 2.0

Initial preparation of proposed tehure charges regarding Dr. 2.0

Grantham

Reviewsd OPRA request of Chris Ramirez and spoke withRay 0.15
Hemiin about same raquest

Researched OPRA statute {o determine what docnments, ifany, 1,75
should be disclosed pursuant to the request of Chris Ramirex

Continued to prep answers to interrogatory questions sent from 2,10
The Petitioner’s Atty., looked on PBOE website for specific
Information re: Glovia Grantham v. PBOE

Review questions and continue answers to interrogatories, 1.45
Review RLH notes in the file, continued fo review request
Made by the adversary re: Gloria Grantham v. PBOE

Continued researching the OPRA statute and case law to determine 0.23
what documents, if any, should be disclosed pursuant to the request
of Chris Ramirez

Continued answering request for inferrogatories sent from 220
Attorney office, continue with the finding the appropriate '
Objections for the specific request re: Gloria Grantham v. PROE

Continmed researching the OPRA statute and case law to determine 1,00
what documents, if any, should be disclosed pursuant to the request
of Chris Ramirez

Review the multiple documents attached to the file, review the 1,50
Testinony of Mg, Graves, review letters sent from De. Loggi
Ke: Mora v. PBOE

Review of Summary Judgment motion re: Mora v, PBOE . 1.0

(RCH)
(RLH)
(RCH)

(RCH)
(RLE)

(KM}

(KM

(K8)

(K8)

(KS)
(KM)
(KS)
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( 'ufmoz

11/22/10
11/22/16

13/22/10
11/22/10

11/23/10

11/23/10
11/23/10
11223/10
11/23/10
11724710

11724/19

11224/10
11/26/16
11/26/10

1172710

Continued researching the OPRA statgte and case law fo determine 2,50
what documents, if any, should be dzsc! osed pursuant to the request
of Chyis Ramirez

Prepared Audit Report information regarding litigation .50
Coutinued preparation of proposed tenure charges for Dr., 3.25
Grantham

Tnitial review of memo regarding information related to 1.25
Press of Atlantic City OPRA request

Review deposition of Marvin Royal re; Mora v, PBOB 140
Review of o-mail messages in response to OPRA reqasst to 3.25

prevent disclosure of personnel, attorney client privilege
communications and student information

Reviewed agenda for Board Meating _ 1.6
Board Mesting 2.75
Prepaved 2 Memorandum to Ray Hamlin regarding what 2.00

documents should be disclosed pursuant fo the OPRA request of
Chris Ramirez

Mora v. PBOE-Deposition Summery of Dr. Alsttm Vol, 2 1.0
for trial prep .

Mora v, PBOE-Dieposition Summary of Dr. Alston Vol. 3 2.25
for teinl prep

i’repared response related to OPRA request and compiled 2.50
information

Review of discovery production re: Grantham v. PBOE suspension 1.0
Continved preparation of tenure charges for Dr. Grantham 1.25
Review documents: review the deposition of the state monitor,  2.40
Review specific objections and note the specific claims made

By Atty. RLH, focus on the documents aftached and their

Relevance re: Mora v, PBOE

Reviewed depasition sumraaty of Dr. Alston Vol, I | 2.0

(KM)

(RLH)
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(RLH)
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" Re: Moza v. PBOE

12719 Review documents, review articles and other documents in
Reforence to the case, review Ms. Jackson’s deposition,
Look for specific information pertaining to her foelings
Of Mora qualification re: Mora v, PBOE

11/728/10 Reviewed deposition summary of Dr. Alston Vol. It
Re: Mora v. PBOB

11/29/19 Contiied preparation of tenure charges for D, Grantham

1129110 Reviewsd e-mail message rogarding BEOC! complaint

1129/10 Mora v. PRBOB-Deposition Surmmary of Dr, Alston Vol, 3
for trial prep _

11/30/10 Began preparing 2 Motion for Reconsideration in Ruffin v.
PBOE :

Relmbursementy

Dotument Technology re: Pleasantville Inw}esﬁgaiion Report

150.65 hrs. x $150.00+ reimbuxsement ($120.38)=$22,717.88

RCH -Ronald C, Hurt
RLH - Raymond L. Hamlin
TR- Terry Ridley

KS- Kenyatts Stowart
MM-Musa Malik
KW-Kyana Woolridge
KM-Kelly MeGriff

320 (XS
20 EW)
20 (RLE)
.05 (RLH)
20 (RW)
125 (KM)
$12038

GS”



GO Park Plucs

Lower Lovel

Newark, NJ 97103
Phone : 973-622-6111
Fax : 973-612-6333

Fed. 1D Nu. : 582413793

Bilt To:

Hunt Hamlin & Ridlay
60 Park Place

18th Floor )
Newark, NJ 07102
Stephania Oliog

Document Technologics, Inc,

INVQICE

invoice Number, 558507

Involce Date: 11720410

Ship To:

Hunt Hamiin & Ridley
60 Park Placa

18th Ficar

Nowark, NJ 07102

CustomariD 24175 Jab No. 1112407 50
Terms Nat 15 Days ESI Project No, ?
SalesPersonn  NEW CPH Cliant f Matier No, PBQE Mold Contamination Report
SalesPerson 2 ,
Cust P.O.
Queantity Description ) Unit Price Total Price
500 Litlgation Coples BAV 8.5%11 010 80.00
11 Valo Bind 2.80 2750
20 Cardstock 026 B.00
o
Thank you far cheosing Documant Tachnologies, Inc.
Past due involcss sre subject fo 1.5% interest per month
- Subtotal’ 112.80
Total Sales Tax: 7.88
Accapted By: Totat: 120,38
Remit To: Document Technologiss, Inc.
PO Box 934272

Atlants, GA 31193.4272

(ol




BUD208 - DATE : MAR-10-2011 03:08:46 PM

YEAR :20102011

PLEASANTVILLE

REQUISITION

'REQUISITION NUMBER : 2271

DATE : JAN-24-2011

PAGE: 1 OF 1

BATCH : MANNINGG

REQUESTED BY
WAITING ON APPROVAL

VENDOR NUMBER
| ATTENTION;

| MANNINGG
T MULVIHILLD

: 17382

CONFIRMATION

SHIP TO NUMBER

‘NO

PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER  : 11001624

: 8001

HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY
MILITARY PARK BUILDING

60 PARK PLACE, 16TH FLOOR
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102

STATE CONTRACT #

ATTENTION:

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
801 MILL ROAD 3RD FLOOR
PLEASANTVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08232

LINE | QUANTITY | DEBCRIPTION -

UNIT PRICE

o

1| DECEMBER 2070 PROFESEIONAL LEGAL SERVICES

10,914,000

10,914.00

r‘,

Dy N B DO R

Lin]

-
L =]

—
-

e
L]

-
[N

k.
o+

wady
LS|

-
[+

“**DISTRIBUTION***

TOTAL

10,914.00

ACCQUNT -5+ ~ .~ ~ AGROUNTDESCRIPTION

AMOUNT

ACCOUNT

ACCOURNT DEBCRIFTION - = .1 T ey

D00 260-33+-0000 351 GENERAL ADMR - LEGAL FEES 161408

APPROVED BY

DISTRIBUTION TOTAL |

10,814.00

DATE ;

APPROVED BY

DATE :

(77



The Law Flrm of

HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY

Counseions Ay Law
Ranaig C. Hunt* Musvary Pask Buibng
Rayrmond L i;lamih 50 Pang Puace, 161 Foon
Terry Ridley « Nawan, New Jansey 07102
Kenyasea K, Soswrard
Kpana Wooiidge Y1 (873) 2424471
Kelty T. McGrff Tewerax: {(973) 242-8295
wunw, HumtHambinftidisy.com
Jamuary 18, 2011

Dennig Mulvihill, Business Adminisirator
Pleasantviile Board of Eduoation

801 Mill Road

Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

Re: fo 4l Se ~ 1)

Dear Mr. Mulvihill;

_ﬁ*l

OF COUNSIL
Cetnie Ashde s
Cynthda M. Mardowey®
Baghanduh 8.7yt
Vielkn Velazonez

'; W -

¢
*Alse ndmiited in PA
talso Admitted n Y

Enclosed please find our bill in aceordance with the Agemnezit to provide general fegal
services and litigation services for the Bill for Legal Services. Please remit payment for the
amount of $12,834.00 as soon as possible. I you should have any further questions, please

~ contact me directly.
Very taly yours,
NT, HAMLIN &
Raymosf L. Hamlin
RLE/sh
Enclosure

EaT

(¥




RTIFICATIO

T hereby certify: (1) the services in this matter of Pleasantville Board of Education, were
personally rendered by me or 2 sember of the firm; and (2) the dishursernents represent the actual
expenses incurred in this matter, :

II certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true, | am aware that if any of the
foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, 1 am subject to punishment,

;%ﬁ]ﬂ%, B8Q., PARTNER




DATE

1211710

12/1/10

12/1110

12/1710

12/2/10
12/2/10

12/2/10

1213110
12/6/10

12/6/10

12/6/10

8 I E

HOURS

Reviswed the Memorandum sent from Dennis Mulvihill regarding 0.50

the repair & maintenance buses & district vehicies bid

Researched whether PBOE could reject a bid that did not comply  1.35

with the requirements as set forth in the bid although the bid
contained the lowest price of all bids received and prepared &
Memorandrmn

Prepared & letter to Dennis Mudvihill regarding the memorandum
prepared regarding the maintenance bids '

0.10

Rankins v. PBOB- Notice of Appeal & Case Information Statement 4.5

Assisted Kyana Woolridge in preparing her Case Information
Staternent regerding Rankins v. PBOE

Reviewed o-mail regarding reservation of rights letters

Continued preparation of proposed tenurs charges for
Dr. Grantham

Completed preparing a Motion for Reconsideration in Ruffin v.
PBOE

Review Dr. Alston’s deposition and his interview package sent
From his office, review list and different candidates and compare
Job descriptions to what Mora had in his resume, review Mora
Job informationshistory re: Mora v. PBORE

Continusd preparation of proposed tenure charges for
Dr, Grantham including review of file documents

Continued preparation of proposed tenure charges for
Dy, Grantham and proofreading of same

Preparcd e-mail of instructions for purposes of tenure charges
invelving Dr. Grantham

Review documents sent from the Board office

0.65

S0
215

1.00

245

3.0

1.50

J0

1.0

(KM)

(W)
(M)

(RLH)
(RLH)

KS)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(K3)

70




12/710
1201110

12/1110

1241110

12/8/10
12/3/10

12/10/19

12/16/10
12/11/10

121210
12/13/10
12/13/10

12/13/10

12/14/10

re: Grantham v. PBOE

Prepared an email for Dennis Mulvihill regarding Ruffin v. PBOE 0.10
Revised the Motion for Reconsideration in Ruffiu v. PBOR 0_.50
Review documents in fils, roview interrogatory request, review 1.0

Notes and prepare reply to request, review potes in file
Re; Grantham v, PBOX

Reviewed e-mail documentation regarding Dr. Grautham S50
tenure charge information .
Telephons conference with court ret PBOE v. Riehman 25
Prepared letter to Dr. Grantham regarding proposed charges 05
Spoke with Michael Shea at Relcomm and Elisha Thompkins 0.15
regarding documents requested by USAC ' _
Prepared 2 letter to Arthur Murray regarding Defendant's 0.10

outstanding discovery obligations and vescheduling the deposition
of Plaintiff in Ruffin v. PBOB

Began preparing Demand for Answers fo Interrogatoﬁes to be 0.50
served upon Defendant in PBOE v. Rishman

Participated in conference call regarding PBOE v. Richman 0.15
Review letters from Atty, RLH fo County Superintendent, 45

Review reply back to the Board to follow Atty.’s advice
Re: Moza v. PBOE

Reviewed documentation re: Sandra Stmith v, PBOE 1.0
Emailed Dennis Mulvihill regarding Alemar v. PBOE 0.10
Reviewed information regarding OPRA request from attorney 25
representing Dr. Crantham

Reviewed e-mail from Dr. Bailey regarding parent requesting J0
information regarding mold

Reviewed proposed scheduling Orderve: PBOE v. Riehman 25

Reviewed proposed letter from Andrew Babiak, Esq., regarding 06

(KM)
(KM)
{XS)

i

(RLH)

(RLH)
(RLH)

KM) -

(KM}
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®S3)
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(KM)
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(REH)

(RLH)
(RLH)
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12/15/10
12/15/1¢

12/16/10
12/17/16
1217110

12/37/10

12/17110

12117719
nge
12/18/10
12/19/10

—

12/19/10

1271910

12/20/10

settiement involving Dr, Grantham

Reviged the direct examination questions of Dennis Mulvihill 1.50
regarding Alemar v, PBOR trial

Revised the direct examination questions of Blisha Thompkins ~ 2.00
regerding Alemar v, PBOR trial

Met with Dennis Mulvibill in preparation for Alemary, FROE 175
trial of December 20, 2010
Spoke with Ron Hunt regarding Alemar v. PBOE trial 0.15

Spoke with Mike Shea at Relcormnm regarding docnments 0.15
requested by USAC from PBOE regarding e-rate fiunding

Researched the law on quanium metit in preparation for teial 100
in Alemer v. PBOE

Review notes, review motion and other documents sent from the  2.45
Attomsy requesting that the cass be sent to another jurisdiction,
Review document sent fom Dr. Alston’s office, review Dr.

Alston’s interview list end evaluation of the candidates,

Review Dr. Alston’s reswmne re; Mora v. PBOE

Reviewsd briof and attachment to Charlottz London : 3.5
Appeal re; London v, PBOR
Reviewed documentation in responss to proposed OPRA 1.50

request by counsel for Dr, Grantham regarding Mold Investigation

Prepared, organized and reviewed exhibits for Alemarv. FBOE 135
trial . .

Reviewed hour Jog and afl cor:espoﬁding emails; revised cross .00
examination of Martin Friedman in Alemar v. FBOE

Prepared cross exmniuétion questions & corresponding exhibits  3.25
to be used for Margo Hurwitz in Alemar v. PBOE

Reviewed/research cases, rules, racial claims cited by 3.0
Pefitioners London re: London v. PBOE :
Reviewsd notics from QAL re: Smith v. PBOR 50

Attended trial in Alemar v. PBOE . 1.50

k.
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(KM)

(RCH)

(RLH)
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(RCH)

{RCH)
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12/20/10
1221710

12721110
122316

. 26710
1227110

1227110

122710
12/28/10

12/28/10
12729/10

12/25/10

12/30/10

1231110

Reviewed deposition transcript and Answer to interrogatories
Re: Mora v, PBOR

Spoke with Linda Gregier at USAC regarding documents
requested by USAC from PBOE regarding e-rate funding

Board Meeting

Review file, review Dr. Alston’s list of interviews, review
Deposition of Ms. Graves {0 review her opinton on if Mora
Was qualified and others feeling of qualification, review
Documents senl from tha County Superintendent’s office

Reviewed my notes from the trial in preparation for written
sunmmation in Alemar v. PBOE .

Bogan preparing written summation in Alemar v. PBOE

Review interrogatories to be sent to the petitioner’s attorney,

Review documents sent from the PBOE, review board memibers

ath documents, connect/compare documents to what is
Requested by the Plaintiff, review Superintendent documents
Re: Grantham v. PBOE

Review documents sent from the board’s office and continne
To answer questions, interrogatories re: Grantham v. PBOE

Completed proparing & revised written summation in Alemar v.

FBOE

Reviewed respouse from Dr. Grantham to the proposed charges

Reviewsd notice from Department of Education
Re: TW ofblo MW v. PBOE

Reviewed additional submission by Petition

Review documents, review PBOE documents and review
Allegations against Dr. Grantham documents, review
Superintendent’s job descriptions, review board member
Documents and swearing in documents

Re: Grantham v, PBOE

Reviewed the written sumimation submitted by Plaintiff in

T
.

4.5
0.15

275

1.60

0.75
2.50

3.50

1.25
1.50

1.5¢

50
3.0

225

0.25

(RCH)

(KM)

(RLH)
(XS)

(KM)

(XM)

(KS)

(KS5)

(RLH)
(RCH)

(RCH)

(KS)
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Alemar v, PBOE

12/30/10 Telephone conference with Ma. Graves rogarding tenure charge 45 (RLH)
process :

85.56 hrs, x $150.00=812,834.00

RCH -Ronald C, Hunt
RLH - Raymond L. Hamlin
TR~ Ferry Ridley

K8- Kenyaita Stewsrt
MM-Musa Malik
KW-Kyana Woolridge
KM-Kelly McGriff

7




HUNT HAMLIN & RIDLEY

ADJUSTMENT DECEMBER BILLING

12/1/2010
12/1/2010
127772010
12/10/2010
12/10/200
12/13/2010
12/17/2010
12/19/2010
DEDUCTED HRS

HOURS

4.50
0.65
0.25
0.50
0.15
025
3.50
3.00

12.80

HRLY RATE

15000 1,920.00

1

S




BUD299 -— DATE : MAR-10-2011 02:51:42 Pi PLEASANTVILLE

YEAR : 20102011 REQU|S|T|0N

}Reawsmou NUMBER : 2640 DATE :FEB{8.2011  PAGE: 1 OF A B

REQUESTED BY : MANNINGC CONFIRMATION :ND

WAITING ON APPROVAL  : MULVIMILLD PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER : 11002103

VENDOR NUMBER : 17382

| ATTENTION: A | SHIP TO tjiUMBER o 8004 .“

HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY GENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE T

MILITARY PARK BUILDING 201 MILL ROAD 3RD FLOOR

80 PARK PLACE, 18TH FLOOR PLEASANTVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08232

NEWARK, NEW JERBEY 07102

STATE CONTRACT# ATTENTION :

LINE.| QUANTITY | DESCRIPTION “UNITPRICEA %535 ARQUNT
1
2 T [ JANUARY 2017 PROFESSIONAL LEGAL SERVICES 10,155.000 10,456.00 |
5 jadivked >0

LA ]
8
2 -
-a |
9 o H

o
11 "
12
13
14 :
15 - |
8

***DlSTR'BUTlON*** TOTAL “10,155.00
ACCIURT ACCOUNT DESCRIFTION ACCOUNT ACCOUNT DESCRIPHON - - o o) oAMOUNT .
14-000-230-331-0000-35¢ GENERAL ADMIN - LEGAL FEES 10,1850
|_ DISTRIBUTION TOTAL_]_ 10,155.00
APPROVED BY : DATE :
APPROVED BY : - DATE

6




U2/11/7201Y 18738 FAX

The Law Firm of
HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY
Counserons At Law
umium Marraxy Pasx g
Reymond 60 Pank Puce, 3 6TH Funon
Teayfidiay mﬁ Nrw Jensuy 07102
Haoyatie K Sewart! T {973) 2420471
RyanaWoshidgs Tacsrae (973) 242-8295
wwwHimtHamiinRIdleycom
Pebruary 11, 2011
Hiishe Thompkins, Comptrofles
Pleasantville Board of Education
801 Mill Road
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Re:
Dear Mr. Mulvihifl:

Booz/006

OF COUNSEL

CynthisH. Handaway®
fxshesdal H. Terry!

*Alens acmitted in PA
Al Admitted i NY

Enclosed please find onr bill i aocordance with the Agreemeut to provide general fegal -
services and Jitigation services for the Bili for Legal Services. Please remit payment forthe -
amount of $10,155,00 25 soon as possible. 1 you should heve any further questions, please

contact me directly,
Very truly youss,
',amm&nmi:\%y ;
Raymond'L. Hunlin )
REH/s0
Enclogare

T



WL LFZULL LOISG FAX 2008/ /008

CERTIFICATION

1 hereby certify: (1) the services in this matter of Pleasantville Bourd of Education, were
personally tendered by me or a member of the fittn; and (2) the disbursements represent the
expenses inourred in this matter, :

1 certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true, 1 am aware that if any of the
foregaing statements made by nic are willfully false, L.am subject to punishment,

mﬂg L. HAMLIN, ESQ., PARTNER

The Law Firm of Hunt, Hamiin & Ridiey

wesw hunthamlinridiey.com

7Y



B2/11/2011 16138 FAX

DR P}
1

#i004/006

DATE ____SERVICES RENDERED . HOURS

17511 Reviewed litigation file PBOR v, Riehman in preparation 30 (RCH)
of filing stipulated facts

1/6/11 Reviewad e-mail from James Richman regarding Holcomb v, 05 (RLH)
PBOE and Addis v. PBOE and discussed same with Ronald 05 (RCH)
Hunt

16/ Spacial Board Meeting ' 1.0 (RLH)

I3} Prepared documentation for purposes of Cartification of 36 (RLH)
Determination regarding PBOR v, Grantham tenure charges

i/ Rmewed latter from Adam Weiss, Esq,, regarding Holcombv. - .50 (RLH)

. PBOER and Addis v. PBOE and prepared xes;)ma thereto

11071t "~ Reviewed discoviery request re:. Ruftin v. PBOE fot cupy of 10 (RLH)
videotspe and prepared e-mail fo Dennis Mulvihill for same

1116/11  Reviewed proposed procedure for assigoment of legel matters 1.0 (RLH)

118/11 Initial roview of proposed Ininemgatory Responses 1e: Grantham 30 (RLH)
v, PBOE, et al,, including review of Petition filed by
Dr. Grantham mgarding her Bvaluation

1/19/11 Reviewed draft of stipulated facis and edited same S0 (RCH)
Re: PBOE v. Richman .

1/20/11 Review file PBOE v, Grantham {fenure matter); 375 (RLH)
begin drafting interrogatories and production of :
document requests

121711 Continne drafting Interrogatorics and Production of Document 225 (RLH)
Requests PBOE v. Grantham ({enure matter}

121 Propared e-mail to Andrew Babiak, Esq., regarding Ruffinv. .~ .05 (RLH)
PROE anxl Dy, Grantham’s failure to provide the cettifications
which were previously provided to her and reviewed response

1723/11 nitizl review of ethics complaint entitled, Grentham v, Graves 2,75 (RLH)




02/1172011 15:87 FAX

1/24/11

124/11

1/24/11

1/24/11

1425111

2511
1/25/11

1/25111

125111

1/26/11

1126/11

1726/11

1/28/11

112811

172911

Continued review of complaint regarding Granthsm v. Graves 225
including research of ethics stan:!arfis as sef forth in NJAC 6A

Prepared proposed resolution regarding legal issuss 10
Reviewed and redacted portions of legal bills from 3.0
July 2010 to December 2010 in response to OPRA .
Request from Atlantic City Press

Received and Reviewed Dr. Grantham’s Motion to Dismiss 40
in Lieu of Answer re: PBOE v, Granthan

PBOE v, Riehman Stipulation of Facts review, teleconf w/MM  1.75
1¢: modification of same

PBOE v, Reihman Stiputation of Facts modifications 1.0

Continued review of ethics complaint aud procedure pursusnt 225
to NJAC 6A for filing frivolous complaints as well as the

time poriod within which to file complaints for parposes of

separate defenses

Reviewed proposed policy regulations and made corrections 2.0
to same

Board Meeting _ 30
Reviewed Ruffin v. PBOE file for purposes of sending proposed  1.50

interrogatorics and documment requests to counsel for Dr. Grantham
as g resalt of the failure of Dr. Grantham to executs same

Telephone conversation with Mrs. Graves regarding issues related .10
to allegations of ethics complaint

Completed proposed Answer and Sepatate Defenses re: 45 -

Grantham v. Graves ethics compluint -

Began research on Summary Judgment Motion 35
Re: PBOE v. Riehman

. Reviowed logal resegreh re: PBOE v. Dr, Grantham in response 6.0

to Motion to Dismiss in Lien of an Answer which waes filed by
by Dr. Grantham

Continued review and research re: PBOE v. Dr, Grantham in 406
response to Motion to Dismiss in Lieu of Answer filed by

{1 005/008

(RLH)

(TR)

(RCH)

(RCH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RCH)

(TR)

(TR)

%0



RALLF200L MDY AR

L
]

YHVwus yun

Dr. Grantham

130/11  Legal reseatch re: unilateral early termination of CSA 40 (RLH)
contract (PBOE)

113111 Legal research re: unilateral early terminaiion of CSA contmc; 475  (RLH)
draft memorandum; proofread/edit (2x); finalize document

617 brs. x $150.00-516,155.00
RCH -Ronald C. Huni

RLH - Raymond L. Hamlin
TR~ Terry Ridley

¥




BUD299 DATE MAR-23-2011 11:57:63 AM

PLEASANTVILLE

REQUISITION

YEAR :20102011
: ﬁE:ATE-. MAR-&S&M 1 PAGE 1 OF 1 .
REQUESTED BY : MANNINGC CONFIRMATION :NO .
WAITING ON APPROVAL  : MULVIHILLD PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER
VENDOR NUMBER 17382 _ A !
| ATTENTION: - SHIP TO NUMBER : SEE I
HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
MILITARY PARK BUILDING 801 MILL ROAD 3RD FLOOR
B0 PARK PLACE, 18TH FLOOR PLEASANTVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08232
NEWARIC, NEW JERSEY 07102
S’FATE CONTRACT # ATTENYION :
iNE | ¢ DERCRE SUTETTANT
=
2| 1| FEBRUARY 2011 PROFESSIONAL LEGAL SERVICES 10,758,000 10 @s_"fb“ﬁ
5 .
- —
5 - - )
- — _
5 —_— S
- e
§
16
T
i2
13
14
18
16
***DISTRIBUTION“* roma] 000
COOUNT.-~; T AGGQUNT RESCRIPTION -2 T RHOUNT | ACCOUNT TR RO
$1-000-230-331-0000-351 GENERAL ADMB - LEGALFEES 10,768.00
e~
T . DISTRIBUTION TOTAL r 10,788.00
APPROVED BY ; DATE :
APPROVED BY : DATE ;

B



The Law Firm of ' '
HUNT, HEMLIN & RIDLEY s Lﬁ_z_l

' Counsetons Ar Law
Rm,& . Hunt* Mureany Pasg Busoms gﬂ;ﬁﬁ;‘,‘@
1., Hamli 60 Pang PLace, 184 Puoos thia K,
‘ Harda
Terry ldley  Mewany, New Jersey 07102 sl R‘m?;'yf
. Visfka Volazdudz
Kenpattn K, Srawert Ters (973} 2424471 ‘
Kyang Woolfldge Trwsraxs (973) 243-8295 * bpadmivedin PA
1Ako Admitied n MY

www.HuntHamiinRidley.com

March 17,2011
Elisha Thompkins, Comptroller
Pleasantville Board of Bducation
801 Mill Road
. Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Re: for Logal Services - Fe 1

Dear My, Mulvihill:

Enclosed please find our bill in accordance with the Agreement to provide general legal
- services and litigation services for the Bill for Legal Services. Please remit puyment for the
amount of $10,758.00 as soon as possible. 1f you should have any finther questions, please

contact me directly. _ : g
Very truly yours,
HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY '
RAYMOND L. HAMLIN

RLH/sb

Enclogure




CERTIFICATION

T hereby certify: (1) the'se;;vices in this matter of Pleasantville Board of Bducation, were

pessonally rendered by me or a mémber of the firm; and (2) the disbursements represent the
actual expenses incurred in thik matier, _

1 certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true, 1 am aware that if any of the
foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, 1 am subject to punishment.

e Law Firn of Hunt; Hamhin & Ridiey
e it b apdlinridievicony -




PLE LEB FOF EDUCATION RY 203

1LY FOR § RED
ES RENDE HOURS
2111 Proposed Answer and Separate Defenses re: 50 (RLH)

Crantham v. Graves ethics complaint, discussed info
contained therein and e-mailed Certification for
Mus. Graves to exeonte

2 Reviewed notice from the Department of Education 05 (RLH)
regarding PBOE v. Grantham — Tenure Hearing case

20011 Provided information regarding Ruffin v. PBOE 50 (RLH)
inchuding interrogatories and document requests
to Androw Babiak, Esq,

22/11 Reviewed comrespondence from Andrew Babiak, Esq, 05 (RLH)

ro; PBOE v, Grantham (Tenure case}

2/5/11 Raviewed file and documents attached, reviewed 1.0 (K8
Petition and the Request made from the adversary,
prepared Answer and Reviewed documents
re; Grantham v, PBOR ‘

271111 Research for Summary Jadgraent motion 3.0 (RCH)
Re: Richman v. PBOE

27N Reviewed correspondence from Arthur Murray, Eéq. R 25 (RLH)
re: Ruffin v. PROE

2/8/11 - Research re; Sandra Smith v. PBOE 2.5 {(RCH)

2/8/11 Telephone Conf. w/J. re; Sandra Smith v, PBOR 50 ReH)

2/9/11 Rankins v. PBOE-~ review of Appellant’s coneise LS (XW)
statement of facks

2/9/11 Ranking v. PBOE-draft of letter to Appellate Division 25 (KW)
& relative parties

209711 Telephone Conf, wiDennis Mulvibill 25  (RCH)

2/10/11 Continued research/draft for Summary Jadgment . 45 (RCH)

Re; Richran v, PBORE

5



2110711

2110111
2/11/11
21111

2anim
2713/11
131

2/13/11
213711

213111
2/14/11

2/14/11
215711
2161

Y
2/16/11

21711

Reviewed proposed Subpoenas re: State v. McCleflan
and prepared e-mail in regponse

Telephone conference re: PBOE v, Graves
several calls were placed but no Judge was available

Reviewed Ietters in the file and reviewed frial documents
Te: Morav. PBOE

Reviewed deposition tratscript of Dr, Alston, reviewed
Dr. Alston's interview list re: Mora v, PROE

Final draft of Summary Judgment Motion re: Richman v. PBOE
Reviewed correspondence re; Grantham v. Graves

Raviewed correspondence re: Palmer v. PROE
and thereafter prepared e-mail

Raviewed notice re: PBOE v, Granthan conference

Reviewed correspondence from Andrew Babiak re:
Dr. Grantham

Reviewed Order re: Alemar v, PBOE and prepared PDF
for Business Office

Additional review of correspondence re: Palmer v. PBOE
and thereafter prepared e-mail

Ranking v. PBOE- review of Monitdrs stafement of facts
Ranking v, PBOE- review of State’s statement of facts

Rankins v, PBOE-~ review of file preparation for conference call
wiludge Wells from Appellate Division .

Rankins v. PBOE- Appellate Division pre-argument conference
wiludge Wells

Conferencs re: Ranlazxs v, PBOE

Reviewsd correspondence from Andrew Babiak re:

Grantham v, PBOE (Bvaluation Petition)

10

10

1.55

1.20

LS

10

05

.25

05

405

50
25

1.5

50

06

06

25

(RLH)
(RLY)
(KS)
(KS)

(RCH)
(RLH)
(RLH) |

(RLH)

(KW)
(KW)

KW)
RLH)

KW)
nLH)

5o




2217111

21811
21811

2/19111

2719111

2/1811

2/20/11
2/21/11
242211

22311

2724711

212511

2425011

Initial review of praposed Answers to Interrogatories 2.25
yo: Grantham v, PBOE (Evaluation Petition)

Completed PBOE Legal Case list 1.0

Cantinued review of proposed Answets to Intsrrogatoriss 3.0
re: Granthem v, PBOE (Evaluation Petition)

Initial review of Respondent’s Reply Memorandum to 1.5
Petitioner's Letter Brief in Opposition to Motion to

[stiss re: PBOE v. Grantham {Tenure Cage), including

Research of legal authority

Research on Caldwell et als. v. Graves, et als.- Appellate Brief 275
Tritial review of Respondent’s Reply Memorandum to 1.5

Petitiones’s Letter Brief in Opposition to Motion to
Distiss re; PBOE v. Grantham (Tenure Case), including

Research of tegal authority L

Reviewed uarrespondénoe from Andrew Babiak, Esq., 25
Re: Dr. Grantham

Reviewed transcripis in preparation for trial 4.5

Re: Morav. PBOE

Reviewed correspondence from Andrew Babiak, Bsq., 25
re; PBOE v. Grantham (Tenure Case) '

Reviewed notes, reviewed documents and compared documents 2.0
And letters in the e, reviewed docorments sent from the Board

Of Rducation, Continued preparing answers to Atiorney’s Request
For documents and Intertogatories re: Grantham v, PBOB

Conducted geveral discussions w/Dr. Bailey, Dennis Mulvihill 8.0
And Loletta from the PBOE, reviewed documents sent from the
Board, compared to request made and documonts in the otiginal

File, continued preparing Answer, Spoke with RLH concerning
Previous discussions w/Board re: Grantham v. IBOE

Research reverse discrimination standard, civil rights claims 2.75
Re: Mora v. PBOR

Discussion w/Atty, RLH, reviewed documents sent from the 4,0
PBOE, continued preparation for Answer to Attomney’s

(RLH)
(RLH)

{RLH)

(RCH)
(RLH)

{RCH)
{r
(RLH)

(K5)

KS)

&CH) ‘

(KS)

g




2/26/11

2126/11

2727111

2028/11

2/28/11

Answer for Interrogatories and Document Request
Re: Grantham v. PBOE

Reviewed answets to interrogatories and other documents 2.0
Re: Mora v. PBOE

Discusgion w/Ms. Graves and RLH, reviewed personnel fileand 3.0
Superintendent’s Contract, Reviewed Superintendent’s
Responsibilities, Prepared documents to be sent to Atty. Office

Re: Grantham v. PBOE

Prepared documents to be sent fo the Superintendent’s Attorasy, 55
Reviewed pessonnel file and finalized response to the Aftorney’s
Request re; Grantham v. PBOR

Read documents sent from-the Board of Education office, 6.0
Reviewed notes and lstters sent from the Board in reference

To discovery, reviewed notes and request, reviswed e-mail

Sent from Association, Had discussion w/Afty. RLH,

Reviewed Superintendent’s personnel file

Re: Grantham v, PEOE

Received and reviewed Responses fo Request for- 325
Production of Document submiited by -
Andrew Babiak, Esq,, re: Grastham v. PBOE

(Bvaluation Petition)

7172 birs. x $150.00=510,758.00

RCH -Ronald C, Hunt
RLH - Raymond L, Hamlin
TR- Terry Ridley

K8- Kenyatta Stewart
MM-Musa Malik
KW-Kyana Woolridge
RW-Rayne White

(RCH)

ks)
KS)

(KS)

(RLH)

%



Ii!um:hI Denita e o———— . —

From: Mulvihill, Dennls .

Sent: Monday, March 21, 2011 12:55 PM

To: Bunch, Denita

Subjact: FW: Ruffin v. Pleasantville 09 EQ 03285 D
Attachments; IR110000.4f

Please download and give to Dalle to prepare for payment

~~~~~ Original Message-«---

From: Deborah Strasser [mailto:DStrasserfinisbaig.ore]

Sent; Monday, March 21, 2011 11:e0 AM

To: Mulvihill, Dennis ’

Cc: Surinder K. Oberol

Subject: Ruffin v. Pleasantville 99 EO 63285 D

Drawer: CLMS
Filefo: O9ECB3285D

Good Morning Mr. Mulvihill, Attached find the legal blll from Methfessel & Werbel. Please
place in line for payment. Deb Strasser Deborah A. Strasser

Liability Claim Examiner

New Jersey School Board Association Insurance Grp
450 Veterans Drive

Burlington, New Jersey 98016

1-689-386-6868 %3039

1-888-657-6651

Fax : 1-569-386-8877

dstrasser@nisbaig.org ‘

This email and any files transmitted with it may be confidential and contain privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute or use this
email or the information contained in it for any purpose other than to notify NISBAIG, If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately, and delete this
emall from your system. Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual
sender, except where the sender specifically stztes them to be the views of NISBAIG,




BUD209 - DATE :  JUN-16-2011 12:34:21 PM PLEASANTVILLE .

YEAR 20102014 RE Q U | S ITION

&ienmsmen NUMBER : 4036 DATE : JUN-14-2011 PAGE: 1 OF 1 . BATCH : MANNINGC
REQUESTED BY - MANNINGG " ICONFIRMATION *NO
WAITING ON APPROVAL  : MANNINGC PURGHASE ORDER NUMBER
VENDOR NUMBER ({7582 : ‘133\60\
| ATTENTION: | SPTONUMBER &0t @Y
HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
WILITARY PARK BUILDING 801 MiLL ROAD 3RD FLOOR
80 PARK PLAGE, 18TH FLOOR PLEASANTVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08232
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102
STATE CONTRACT # ATTENTION: o
LINE | QUANTITY | DESCRIPTION : UNIT PRICE | AMOUNT |
i
a1 1 | MAY 2011 PROFESSIGNAL LEGAL SERVICES - T E7arE00 | 6,737.50
5 _ & Bkt
- 4 17 AIUSTMENT DUPLICATE BILLING 6/16/11 — 878,600 375.00
B ] T
E‘ 6 1 TADFISTMENT DUPLICATE BILEING BH7/1 - 1,350,000 1,350,001
7 KW T T
&
g |
18 T 1 T T
11 7
12 ""“
13 T )
iz , [
15
T
***DISTRIBUTION*** TOTAL 4,012.50
ACCOUNT ACCOUNT DESCRIPTIGN AMOUHNT | ACCOUNT AGOOLINT DERCRIPTEON ANOUNT
T4-00-230-F3H0006-851 WADWN-LEGAL FEED 425
—— P— — o e e ——— J
_ OISTRIBUTION 'remI 4,012.50
APPROVED BY : DATE :
APDRNOVEN RY - DATE :

90
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H0517005

Hunt, Hamlin & Ridley
Military Park Building

60 Park Place, 16™ Floor
Newark, NJ 07102

(973) 242-4471

(973) 242-8295 (fax)
www.hunthamlinridley.com

Neme: Blishe Thompkins, Compirofler
Organization:  Pleasantville Board of Education

Fax: ©(609) 677-8119
Phone;

From: Ronald C. Hunt
Date: Juve 7, 2011

Subject: Bill for Legul Services-May 2011
Pages: 6 [4 (fueluding Cover)

Urgent Reply ABAP Pleasa For Your Regords
Comment '

Commants:

Hard Copy _x _will __ will riot be sent by Regular Mag,
i you do not receive all pagas, please call Kathy at 973-242-4471.

Conricenifily Nate: Tho desunsnts accompanyig this Metinle imnsmission arm infended anly for e ues of ti individual of enlity
nEmed ori thia Fanamisaion gheat and vy contaln iWornxtion that Is privitaged and serdidentisl, I you tro ngt e Inahdad ragiplent; you
are herely polifbd el any Sasiopure, copying or disgemination of this comeliminetion Js stietly pahibibad. (youhisvo recabved this
comprrioation b smw, pfaasa notify u immedistely By tlophone. Thonk yow,



,? ’ . @ oo2/005

08/07/2011 15342 FAY
ﬂﬁ The Law Firm of
t‘.‘mmsm Arlaw
Rymorel L. Mhismane Pact Bunoie Sl
" ‘ 50 Panx PLace, 1816 Foor
Tty Midey iNswiang, Niw Jensey U702 cﬁfmﬁﬁ’,"y‘.ﬁf
T —— VighoaVirsusy
Kanyatra K Staisart! Teus (973) 242-4471
m:fm Teisrax: (973} 242-8298 . ;Af::mmamm
www.HuntHamlinRidlsy.com Admiteed in NY
June 7, 2011
Dennis Mulvihill, Buginess Administrator
Meagantville Bosrd of Education
201 Mill Road
Pleasantville, Now Jersey 08232
Re:

Dear Mr. Mulviil:

Enclozed pleage find our bill in accordance with the sgraement to provide general fegal
setvices and Jitigation asrvices, Please remit payment for the amoint of $6,641.89 as soon as
possible. If you should have any further queations, please contact me directly,

Very tmlv yous,

7{;% Lt

LY

Established i 1255
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CERTIFICATION

1 herchy ceptify: (1) the services in this matter of Pleasantville Board of Edueation, were

personatly rendered by me or a member of tha firm; and (2) the disbursements rapresent the
actual expenses incorred in this mater.

1 certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true, Iam aware that if any of this
foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, 1 am subject to punishment,

Aomatd € Bhoat-

Ronald C. Hust, Esq. Partner

The Law Pirm of Hunt, Hamilin & Rictiey
© wwrw hunthambinridiey.com

¢03/005
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5B/

54/

54411

MM

510/1]

3/14/11

5/16/11

5/16/11
5/16/11

5/16/11
1111

s
511811

5/20111

5/20/11

sanfyills of Educatien Bilk

Reviewed initial probable cawse determination re: 1.0
Gruntham v, Graves (Ethics Case)

Reviewed lotter regarding Pproposed deposition re: Ruffin v, 05
PBOE ‘

Received o-mail rogarding proposed Statement of Rogsons . .50
for employees

Deposition of William Marsh regarding Barksdale v. Marina 2.0
Dol Rey Associates

Prepared necossary Statoment of Reasons letters in comjumction ~ 2.25
with information recsived from Dy, Bailay for non-renewed
amployees -

Reviewed letter 1e; Grantham v. Graves (Bthics Case) 05

Ranking v PROE- review and read of State Monitor’s Opposition
brief to the Appeitant Division

Ranking v PBOE-conference call witli Petitioner’s attorey . @ (KS)
e

Ranking v. PBOE- review & read of State Monttor's /*
Oppogition brief to the Appellant Division {4

Rakins v PBOE- reviewed trapsoripts of hearings below & drated
Reply to Monitor’s Counter-Statemen of Facts 6.5

Rankins v PBOE- drafied Point 1 of Reply Brief Opposition 25

Mora v PBOE- Review Mg, Jackson and Ms. Graves deposition
transcripts, Review plaintif®s complaint aud fotus on the allegstion
within the complaint. Review plaintiffs evaluution gent by the '
plaintifl’s attomney. Compare complaints made by the plaintif¥ and

the doctors reasoning for hix infurles 50

PBOE- Memo & regearch for Superintendent regarding
Gradustion ceremiony & perticipation of students from snother
School. 2.0

Morz v. PBOE- Propare for trial, Review motion filed by bath

0047005

(RLR)

RLHE)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(RLH)

(Kw)

{Ks)

1

Y




08/07/2011 15:49 FaY

partias, Review plaintif’s demand on the case. Review various

letters requesting discovery in the case, 1.50
520/11 Reviewed graduation memo for complotencss 25
s20m Telephone conversations with conrt and Sidney Sayovitz, Bsq. .10

re: PBOBv, Richman
517N Renkins v. PBOE- reviewed wanscripts of hearings below &

drafted Reply to Monitar’s Countﬂtatcmant of Fecty 6.5
sA7m Rankins v, PBOE- drafted Poigt | of Reply Brief in responas

to Monitor’s Opposition brief 25
5/20/11 Pleasantville Board of Education-Memo & regegrch for

Superintendant regarding Gradustion seremony & participation

of studenty from another schoo] 2.0

524/11 Reviswed subpoena in response to deposition in the Barksdale 25

v. Maring Dei Ray, et al.

52411 Prepgred tegolution for withdrawn! of Petition re: PFBOE v, 05
Riehman
331 Reviowed opinion of Judge Gorman iy PBOE v Righman 75

. Total Howrs= 38,25 hours x $130.00=85,737.50

RCH-Ronald €, Hunt
RLH- Raymond L. Hamlip
TR~ Terry Ridley
K8-Kenyatta Stowart
MM-Musa Malik
KW.Kyana Woolridge
NG-Navarro Gray

Additional Expenses:  *
Rosenberg Transeript Re: Ruffn v. Pleasantville BOE

$904.39

Grand Total; $6,641.80
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Rogeland, NJ 07048
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Associates  ziemjom 2181087 s
r
Kelly T. MeGriff, Esq.
Hunt Hamlin & Ridiey
60 Park Place
16th Floor
Newark, N 87102

425 Enge Rook Avenise - Sulls M1
BTS.2ZZB0100  979.428.2094 my

% i OB DA

61/a52011

-

At s

e

NEW.BALANCE': 0

TAXIONO.: 22-2004979

Kelly T. McGriff, Bsq.
Hunt Hamlin & Ridley
60 Park Place

16th Floor

Newark, NJ 07102

RemitTo:  Rosenbeorg & Associnies, Inc,
Corporate Headquarters
425 Eagle Rock Avenue, Suite 201

Roseland, NJ 87068

Pleasa detach bottom portion and return with payinent,

Job No, i 01-197525
Case No. r ATL1467-10
Ruffin vs. Pleasantville BOE

Involce No.: 180865

(973) 2424471 Fux (973) 242-8295

Date t 01/25/2012

TOTAYL. DUE 804,39

B PAYMENT WITH CREDIT CARD
Card Holder's Nome: .~~~ .

VISAMC/AmEBsp . __

" Amount to Charge: — e,
Exp.Date; ... Phone# ———
Cardholder's Signature; ———

D



HUNT HAMUIN & RIDLEY

ADIUSTMENT, MAY BILLING
5/16/2011
5/16/2011
5/17/2011
5/11{2011

DEDUCTED HRS

ADJUSTMENT PER STATE MONITOR

2282

HOURS HRLY RATE
2.25
0.25
6.50
2.50
925 15000 1,387.50
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BUDAEG.r; DATE :  DEC-03-2010 12:45:44 PM

YEAR 320102014

PLEASANTVILLE

REQUISITION

REQUISITION NUMBER : 1875 -« - - DATE : NOV-17.2010

PAGE: 1 OF 1 .71 ’r(;ﬁ;m

REQUESTED BY
WAITING ON APPROVAL

T MANNINGC
CMULVIHILLD

VENDOR NUMBER
ATTENT ON:

17382

CONFIRMATION tNO
PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER - 11001167

SHIP TO NUMBER 1 8001

HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY
MILITARY PARK BUILDING

80 PARK PLACE, 16TH FLOOR
NEWARIK, NEW JERSEY 07102

STATE CONTRACT #

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
801 MILL ROAD 3RD FLOOR
PLEASANTVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08232

ATTENTION :

LINE | QUANTITY-| DEBORIPTION -t v v i - L NI RRICE AMOUNT

; -

I3l 1 [ OCTOBER 2070 PROFESSIONAL LEGAL SERVICES 17,6000 [ " 17,715.00
T4

= ]
& .

et - .

10 - o

i~ . - . .

12 ‘"’“" T

3 . . -
e . _ — ]
ot e o .

***DISTRIBUTION*** o 177500

ITEN { ACCOUNT - AMQUNT

ITEM | ACCOUNT

~AMOUNT

PN

11-000-230-331-0000-351 17.716.00

APPROVED BY :

DISTRIBUTION TOTAL

17,716.00

DATE :

APPROVED BY :

DATE ;




' 14%08/2010 10117 FAX @1002/009

) fi:j The Law Firm of
_m HUNT, HAMLIN & RIDLEY

Counsewons Ar Eaw
Ronald € Hane * Musvary Pank Bunows ' m;,
Raymong L. Hamiin 60 Pank Puage, 18 Floos Cynthis H. Hardaway!
Teny Hidley Newanx, New Jensey 07702 “‘vi'mw
UR2
el T {973) 242-4471
HallyT. Mok - Taeeax:{973) 242-8295 e amitedin
wwwHuntHamitnRtidley.com
November 8, 2010
Dennis Mulvibill, Business Administrator . .
Plezsantville Bourd of Bducation |
801 Mill Road
Pleasaniville, New Jetscy 08232
l
Re:
Dear Mr. Mndvihill:

Enclosed please find our bill in accordance with the Agreement to provide general legal
services and Yitigation svrvices for the Bll for Legal Services, Please remit payment for the
amounit of $17,715.00 as soon as possible. I you should have any further questions, please
contact me directly,

Very truly yours,

RLH/sh

Buclosure




© 41/08/2010 10:17 FAX ' @003/009

CERTIFICATION

T hereby certify: (1) the services in this mutter of Pleasantvills Bosrd of Bducation, were

personally rendered by ms or a member of the fitm; and (2} the disburserents represent the actual
expenses inowrred in this matier,

I certify that the foregoing stataments made by 16 are true, I am aware that if any of the
foregoing statements made by me are willfuily false, I am subject to punishment,

RAYMOND L. HAMLIN, ESQ,, PARTNER

The Law Firm of Hunt, Hambin & Ridloey

www hunthamlinridliey.com

/00
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parties. Review plaintiff*s demand o the cess. Review various

lettera requesting discovery in the case, L3¢ Xw)

5/20/11 Reviswed gridnation mermn for comploteness 25 (RLH)

52011 - Telephone conversations witty court and Sidney Sayovitz, Bsq. .19 (RLH) "/J

re: PBOE v, ji

51701 Ranking v. PRBOE- reviewsd trenseriply of hearings below &
drafted Reply to Monitor's Connter-Ststemant of Facs

SAUM . Renkinev, PBOE- drafied Point I of Reply Bief in redponse
to Monitor’s Opposition brief
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of students from another sehon) =~ 20 ®w
324/11 Reviewod sabpoema in response to deposition in the Barksdale 25 (RLH)
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. ' rd
524111 Prepared vegolution for withdrawal of Petition re: PBOR v, 05 (RLH) -
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. Total Hours= 38,25 hours x $130.00=85,737.50
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PLEASANTVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

Business Office
FACSIMILE

TO: Linda Gregier, USAC, Schools and Libraries Division

FAX#  973-599-6552

PHONE: 973-58i-52§2

FROM: _Elisﬁa Thompkins, Comptroller (EXT. 2551}

FAX#  609-677-8118

PHONE#: 609-383-6800 EXT. 2526 (Gloradine Gause)

DATE: October 8, 2010

RE: USAC Request from Pleasantville School District

NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover sheet) 6

MESSAGE:
" Good MOTING,
Please see the foﬁewiné fax that was also emailed.

Thank you,

Gloradine Gause

Pleasantville Public Schools - Business Office - 801 Mill Road — 3" Floor « Pleasantville, NJ 08232

/02



Thompkins, Elisha
-

(O3

To: Richard Senturta
Subject: RE: USAC Reguest Plgasantville School District - No Response  Elisha; | haven't seen any response yef. TOMORROW is the
deadiine! Richard

Elisha Thormpkins, Ir.
Comptrofler/Asst. Board Secretary
Pleasantville Public Schools

200 West Leeds Avenue

P02, Box 980

Pleasantvilie, New Jersey 08232
{609} 383-6800 ext. 2551

From: Richard Senturia [mailto:rsenburia@erateprogram.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 06, 2010 7:42 PM

To: Thompkins, Elisha

Cr: White, Daile; Steve Glickman; Dick Porzel

Subject: FA: USAC Request: Pleasantville School District - Mo Response Elisha; I haven't seen any response yet. TOMORROW is the deadline! Richand
Importance: High

Elisha & DaHe; Eur—zm Emw—aﬁ

I'li be on the road tomorrow, at 2 meeting in South East MO.  Will be back about 4 pm ,my time.
However, { want to make stireé you answer as many of her questions as thoroughly as possible, and that you get her “SOME answers” tomarrow, for sure.

Call my cell phone 314-397-5230 untit 3:45 your time, between 12 and 1 your time, or after 3 your time, and we’ll make sure you send her SOMETHING!

Richard
314-397-5230

_“33 m_nsmamm_,_a_._ms ,.:..
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2010 3:35 PM
To: Thompkins, Elisha



Subject: FW: USAC Request; Plegsantville Schoal District - No Response
Importance: High

4

/Q

From: Gregier, Linda [mailto:LGREGIE@s!, universalservice.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2010 3:31 PM

To: grantham.gloria@pps-nj.us

Ce: Richard Senturia; Richard Senturia@1-314-85%4-1329

Subject: USAC Request: Pleasantville School District - No Response
Importance: High

Diate: September 22, 2010

Dr. Gloria Grantham
Rishard Senturia
Fleasarville Schogl District
Phone: (609) 383-6800
Fax: (314} 854-1329

Response Due Cate: OCTOBER 7, 2010

You were recently sent a written request for additional information needed to review your Funding Year(s) 2004-2010 Form 471 applications to ensure that they
are in compliance with the rules of the Universal Service program. This is a reminder that the response due date is approaching. To date, none of the requested
information has been received. The information needed to complete the review is listed below.

In an effort to understand the relationship, both past and present, between Martin Friedman, of Alemar Consulting, and the school districts and
individual schools where Mr. Friedman has been contracted, we are requesting that you answer the following questions:

1. Did Martin Friedman of Alemar Consulting provide E-Rate consulting services to you or is &artin Friedman currently Ecs_u_“:m.m.mﬁ consulting services to
you? If Martin Friedman has never provided E-rate consulfing services to you, please let USAC know as soon as possible so as not to disnupt the
processing or distribution of your E-Rate applications and funding. If yes, please answer the following questions.

Reply: He was to provide services as an e-rate consultant for the 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008 schoo! year
2. Forwhat specific dates and E-Rate program funding year(s) has Martin Friedman provided the services?
Reply: 2005 through 2008 funding year

3. Provide copies of gny and all written consulting agreements with Martin Friedman,



. g
Reply: Due to pending litigation with Alamar, all contracts and documentation will be forwarded from and by the Pleasantville Board of Education Solicitor O
/w

4. If Martin Friedman provided additional services related o the E-Rate program that are not described in the writien agreement,

Reply: This matter is currently in litigation, The Pleasantville Roard of Education will forward the necessary documentation via our attornies.
provide a full and complete description of those services.

A] This matter is currently pending litigation

§. i you do not have a written consulting agreement with Martin Friedman, but Mextin Friedman provided senvices to you related to the E-Rate program,
please provide a full and complete description of the services Martin Friedman provided.

Martin Friedman was not authorized te provide any services other than e-rate consultation

6. Are you currently receiving services from a consultent other than Martin Friedman? I so, please indicate the name of the consultant and provide a full and
complete description of the services you are receiving from this consultant including copies of any written consulting agreements with your current E-Rata
censultant.

Reply: Yes, £-Rate Program and E-Rate 360

7. Please provide copigs of all communications between any member of your staff and Martin Friedman related to Funding Years 2004 to date. This request
specifically includes, bul is not limited to, any and all communications regarding your anticipated E-Rate program services prior to the posting ofany FCC
Form 470 or finalization of any Request for Proposal (RPF) or similar document. To the extent you do not have responsive information, gpecify that in your
rasponse.

Reply: All documentation are held by the Pleasantville Board of Edeuation’s attarney and will be forwarded to the SLD to the extent that some documentation
may not exist. We are conducting our own internal investigation te discover those documents.

8. Drd Martin Friedman provide any input with regard to the goods/services you described in your FCC Ferms 470fin any RFP for Funding Years 2004 to
20107 I so, describe in full.

Reply: ._.:_,.q. matter is currently in litigations and involves the 2005 through the 2008 funding vear and only pertains to priority 2 services
9. Did Martin Friedman introduce you to any service providers or in any way bry fo influgnce your decision regarding vendor selection? If yes, describe in full.
Repiy: This matter is nc_,_.m_.z_,__. in litigations and involves the 2005 through the 2008 funding year and only pertains to priority 2 sarvices
w5, 10, Did Martin Frie¢man n_.mw a role withvréigard to your selection of your mm:.._om providets-for Funding Years 2004 to 20107 1f so, describe in full

Reply: This matter is currently in litigations and involves the 2605 through the 2008 funding vear and only pertains to priority 2 services



71. Describe the circumstances of your initial contact with Martin Friedman, Were you referred to Alemar Consulting andior Martin Friedman's consulting
services by an individualfcompany? If yes, please state who pravided you the referral and when this referral was provided to YO,

Reply: Gur Technology Coordinator, Robert Bloom requested a consuftant to hondle the e-rate informatfon

12. Lastly, please complete, sfan, and date the attached cartification and retum with your response.

It is important that we receive all of the information requasted so that we can complete the review. Please fax or email the reguested information to ray attantion.
If you have any questions, do not understand what we are requesting, or feel that you have already responded, please feel free to contact me.

IF we dov not receive the requested information by OCTOBER 7, 2010, your application{g) will be reviewed using the information currently on file,
Failure fo respond may result in a reduction, denial, or rescinding of funding.

Should you wish to cancel your Form 471 application, or any of your individual funding requests, piease clearly indicate in your response that it is your intention to
cancel an appiication or funding request(s); along with the Formn 471 application number{s) and/or funding request number(s), and the complete name, title and
signature of the authorized individual.

Thank you for your cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program.

Linda Gregier

USAC, Schools and Libraries Division
Phone: 973-581.5282

Fax: 973-589-6552

E-mail: lgregie@sluniversalservice ong
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1 certify thait | am autherized to maks the representations set forth in the responses ta the inquiry
on behalf of Pleasaniville School District the entity represented on and respanding fo the
inquiry, and am the most knowledgeable person with regard fo the information set forth therein, |
certify thet the responses and supporting documentation to the inguiry are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge, information and belief. | acknowledge that FGC rules provide that persons
who have been convicted of eniminal vidlations or held civilly liable for cortain acls arising from
their participation in the schools and libraries support mechanism are subject to suspension and
debarment from the program. [ acknowledge that false statements can be punished by fine or
forfeiture under the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §§ 502, 503(b}, or fine ar imprisonment under
Title 18 of the United States Code, 18 U.S.C. § 1001 and civil violations of the False Claims Act.
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On Nov 19, 2010, at 10:38 AM, Gregier, Linda wrote:

Mr. Friedman,
Your first requested extension has been granted and your new response due date is December 10, 2010.

Please let me know if you have any additional questions or concerns. Have a great holiday!

Regards,

Linda Gregier

USAC, Schools and Libraries Division
Phone: 973-581-5292

Fax: 973-599-6552

E-mail; Igregie@sl.universalservice.org

From: Martin Friedman [ mailto:friedman@alemarconsulting.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2010 6:31 PM

To: Gregier, Linda

Subject: Re: USAC Request: 15 Day Letter to Martin Friedman due 11/26/2010

Ms. Gregier,

[ am preparing a response for you but must pass it through my attorney before I can submit. Due to the holiday and
his schedule in court, I'd like to request an extension to submit on 12/10/2010.

1 would greatly appreciate your serious consideration toward granting this extension.
Regards.
Martin Friedman

On Nov 11, 2010, at 12:20 PM, Gregier, Linda wrote:
Date: November 11, 2010

Martin Friedman
Alemar Consulting
610-999-9935
610-353-1005

friedman@alemarconsulting.com
Response Due Date: NOVEMBER 26, 2010

The Special Compliance Review (SCR) team is in the process of reviewing all Form 471 applications for
schools and libraries to ensure that they are in compliance with the rules of the Universal Service

/0%



program. To complete my review | need some additional information. The information needed to complete
the review is listed below.

We are currently reviewing applications where you, Martin Friedman, are listed as the contact person and
Combweb Technology Group, SNIP Link LLC, ComTec Systems, Inc., Complete Convergence Inc. dba
Micro Technology Group Inc., Geoffrey P. Deans, Final Mile Technologies, and/or Webgatherings LLC
appear as service providers. }

USAC records show that during Funding Years 2004 through 2009 you have been associated with many
different entities. You were contracted with these schools through Alemar Consulting to provide services
inciuding filing forms and managing response questions both from service providers/vendors and from the
School and Libraries Program.

Your contract indicates that Alemar offers to receive all bid documents if your client so chooses, however,
it does not clearly indicate which clients accepted this service and which chose to receive their own bid
documenis directly. :

Therefore, please respond to the following USAC requests:

1) How do you solicit bids for your clients?

a. ls there a list of potential bidders whom you notify when your client's Forms 470 are posted?

b. s there a distribution list of vendors who receive updates from you during the Form 470 filing process
to determine which schools you have filed for?

c. How do vendors become part.of your distribution list for submitted FCC Form 470s and RFPs?

d.  Are you compensated in any way (monetarily, gifts, meals, etc.) by the vendors that become part of
your distribution list?

It has come to USAC’s attention that service providers are providing you with referrals to schools. USAC
is in possession of an email from Qasim Rashad, the CEO of Final Mile Technologies, which mentions that
Mr. Rashad has provided your consuitancy name as a referral to the Kephera Charter School for E-Rate
consulting services in fate 2005. The Kephera Charter School listed you as their E-Rate consultant in 2006
and awarded multiple funding requests to Final Mile Technologies that same funding year. This is indicative
of a potential a conflict of interest. We were also provided documentation during your Selective Review
response for a different school showing that another service provider offered simitar information through
his current account at that schoal in 2008.

Given these circumstances, please respond to the following questions:

2) How often do service providers provide you with feads for your consulting business?

a. How often are these service providers then awarded contracts by the schools they referred you to?

b. How do you mitigate this potential confiict of interest in order to ensure that all program competitive
bidding rules are being properly followed?

3) Do you offer gifts and/or gratuities in any form to service providers that provide you with leads for your
consulting business?

a. If yes, please provide a list of all service providers you've compensated in the past. Additionally piease
explain the circumstances.

It has come to USAC's attention that you are also employed as the [T Director and Special Projects Manager
at Imhotep Charter Schools. This is indicated both on the school's web site as well as in the emails from
you {o a service provider contact in 2006,

109



Additionally, the Imhotep Charter Schools web site listed Irene Glickman as an 8% grade teacher. Irene
Glickman is also the president and primary contact for WebGatherings, LLC. She is also the signatory for
WebGatherings on each of the web hosting contracts awarded to her company. One of the schools where
WebGatherings is contracted is Imhotep, where she was listed as a teacher. This is indicative of a potential
conflict of interest that could have compromised the competitive bidding process. Since you are also listed
as a staff member at imhotep Charter Schools, a relationship exists between yourself and Irene Glickman
that also constitutes a potential conflict of interest; you are acting as the applicant as an employee of the
school and Irene Glickman is the president of a bidding vendor, WebGatherings, LLC.

Given these circumstances, USAC is obligated to ask the foliowing question:

4) How was the potential conflict of interest mitigated with the Imhotep Charter Schools competitive
bidding process?

a. How was the potential conflict of interest mitigated at all other schools where Webgatherings has been
awarded contracts for E-Rate eligible services and you have been listed as the FCC Form 470/471 contact?

Regarding Comweb Technology, SPIN 143005079; SNIP Link LLC, SPIN 143006994; ComTec Systems
Inc, SPIN 143008185, Complete Convergence Inc. dba Micro Technology Groupe, Inc, SPIN
143008940; Geoffrey P. Deans, SPIN 143020516; Final Mile Technologies, SPIN 143020661; and
WebGatherings LLC, SPIN 143026864, a significant proportion of their customer base are schoals or school
districts you provide consulting services for. Please answer the following questions for each of the service
providers listed ahove.

5) Please provide an explanation for the correlation between Form 471 applications where the providers
listed above were awarded contracts and where you are contracted as a consuitant and listed as a contact.

6) Please provide a detailed description of your relationship(s) with the following service providers; how
you first came in contact with each of the 7 service providers listed below, a description of each service
provider's involvement in the bidding process with the schools you consult for, and the extent of your
relationship with each of these vendors:

ComTec Systems Inc. SPIN 143008185

SNIP Link LLC, SPIN 143006994

Comweb Technology, SPIN 143005079

Complete Convergence Inc. dba Micro Technology Groupe, SPIN 1431008940

Geoffrey P. Deans, SPIN 143020516

Final Mile Technologies, SPIN 143020661

WebGatherings LLC, SPIN 143026864

e Ae o

7)  If a conflict of interest between yourself and these service providers was in place, please provide
documentation showing how that conflict was mitigated in relation to the selection of the service providers
listed above.

8) Were/Are you compensated (monetarily, gifts, meals, leads for your business, etc.) in any way by the
service providers listed above?
a. If yes, please explain how you are compensated.

%) Please provide a detailed description of your involvement in the competitive bidding process for the
schools that you consult for.
a.  Are you involved in the selection of service providers in any way for the schools that you consult for?

Lastly, please compiete, sign, and date the attached certification and return with your response.

e




Please fax or email the requested information to my attention. If you have any questions or if you require
a further explanation of this request, please feel free to contact me.

Itis important that we receive all of the information requested within 15 calendar days so we can complete
our review. Failure to respond may result in a reduction, denial, or rescinding of funding. If you
need additional time to prepare your response, please let me know as soon as possible.

Should you wish to cancel your Form 471 application(s), or any of your individual funding requests, please
clearly indicate in your response that it is your intention to cancel an application or funding
request(s). Include in any cancellation request the Form 471 application number(s) and/or funding request
number{s), and the complete name, title and signature of the authorized individual.

Thank you for your cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program.

Linda Gregier

USAC, Schools and Libraries Division
Phone: 873-581-5292

Fax: 973-599-6552

E-mail: lgregie@sl.universalservice.org
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Confidentiality Nofice: The information in this e-mail and any aftachments thereto is infended for the
named recipient(s) only. This e-mail, inciuding any attachments, may contain information that is privileged
and confidential and subject to legal restrictions and penalties regarding its unauthorized disclostre or
other use. If you are not the infended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or the taking of any action or inaction in reliance on the contents of this e-mail and any of its
attachments is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately
notify the sender via return e-mail; delete this e-mail and all aitachments from your e-mail system and
your computer system and network; and destroy any paper copies you may have in your possession.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Martin Friedman

ALEMAR Consulting, Inc.

610-999-9935

267-285-4514 (fax)

friedman@alemarconsulting.com

www.alemar.net

THIS MESSAGE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR
ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE 1S NOT THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE
INTENDED RECIPIENT YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISCLOSURE, DISSEMINATION,
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE
RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND
RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE U.S. POSTAL
SERVICE, THANK YOU

Martin Friedman

ALEMAR Consulting, Inc.

610-99%-9935

267-285-4514 (fax)

friedman@alemarconsulting.com

www.alemar.net

THIS MESSAGE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR
ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE
INTENDED RECIPIENT YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISCLOSURE, DISSEMINATION,
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED, IF YOU HAVE
RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND
RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE U.S, POSTAL
SERVICE. THANK YOQOU
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Linda Gregier

USAC, Schools and Libraries Division
30 Lanidex Plaza West

P.O. Box 685

Parsippany, NJ 07054-0685

Re:  Response to Novemberll, 2010 request for information from Special Compliance
Review team due December 10, 2010

On November 11, 2010 I received a communication from the Special Compliance
Review (SCR) team requesting information to enable the team to complete its review of Form
471 applications for schools and libraries to ensure that they are it compliance with the rules of
the Universal Service program. The answers to the questions posed are set forth below.

The SCR team stated that it was reviewing applications where I, Martin Friedman, am
listed as the contact person for schools and Combweb Technology Group, SNIP Link LLC,
ComTec Systems, Inc., Complete Convergence Inc. dba Micro Technology Group Inc., Geoffrey
P. Deans, Final Mile Technologies, and/or Webgatherings LLC appear as service providers. The
SCR letter cited to USAC records that show that during Funding Years 2004 through 2009 I and
ALEMAR Consulting have been associated with many different entities. The letter was correct
in stating that ALEMAR Consulting was retained by several schools to provide services
including filing forms and managing response questions both from service providers/vendors and
from reviewers of the School and Libraries Program.

The letter correctly stated that ALEMAR Consulting offers its clients the option of
receiving all bid documents. Some accept that service. Others do not—choosing instead to have
the bid documents sent directly to them.

Question 1: How do you solicit bids for your clients?

Answer: We do not directly solicit bids for our clients. When a
client asks us to prepare an RFP we do so and then use it as the
basis for the Form 470. When it is uploaded to the USAC website
we generally include a link to the RFP within the body of Form
470. Hence, vendors generally access the accompanying RFPs put
out by my clients through a website. On very few occasions, prior
to the completion of the RFP and Form 470, a school has asked a
vendor to call us. In such instances, we put the vendor’s name in
the school’s file and, once Form 470 is submitted on the USAC
website, e-mail that vendor to inform it that the process has begun.
Any vendor who responds to the Form 470, or any local
advertisement, who has not acquired the RFP through the Form
470 link to the RFP is provided the RFP on request.

Question 1(a): Is there a list of potential bidders whom vou notify when your client’s Forms 470
are posted?
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Answer: No.

Question 1(b): Is there a distribution list of vendors who receive updates from vou during the
Form 470 filing process to determine which schools vou have filed for?

Answer: No.

Question 1(c): How do vendors become part of your disiribution list for submitted FCC Form
470s and RFPs?

Answer: We do not maintain a distribution list.

Question 1(d): Are vou compensated in any way (monetarily, gifts, meals, etc.) by the vendors
that become part of your distribution list?

Answer: We have no distribution list. Neither T nor ALEMAR
Consulting has received any compensation in any way from
vendors who have responded to my client’s RFPs or who have
been awarded a contract by any of my clients.

In its letter, the SCR tcam stated that “it has come to USAC’s attention that service
providers are providing you with referrals to schools. USAC is in possession of an email from
Qasim Rashad, the CEO of Final Mile Technologies, which mentions that Mr. Rashad has
provided your consultancy name as a referral to the Kephera Charter School for E-Rate
consulting services in late 2005. The Kephera Charter School listed you as their E-Rate
consultant in 2006 and awarded multiple funding requests to Final Mile Technologies that same
Sfunding year. This is indicative of a potential a conflict of interest. We were also provided
documentation during your Selective Review response for a different school showing that
another service provider offered similar information through his current account at that school
in 2006.” USAC asked a series of questions based on these statements.

Before responding to those questions it should be noted that I have recovered the e-mail I
think the letter refers to and note that, in his e-mail, Mr. Rashad’s email states that he provided
“a couple of e-rate consultants” to the principal. Having not been part of the conversation I
know nothing more than what 1 read in Mr. Rashad’s e-mail. I surmise, however, that the fact
that the principal was “very interested” in ALEMAR may be due to the reputation we have
established working with other charter schools. More specifically, I understand that Khepera has
an informal relationship with other Afro-centric charter schools such as Imhotep, Harambee and
Imani and so may have known of our work before receiving the e-mail from Mr. Rashad.

I do not know to what the SCR is referrihg to when it states that it has information “for a
different school showing that another service provider offered similar information through his
current account at that school in 2006.”

Question 2: How often do service providers provide you with leads for your consulting
business?
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Answer: We rarely get direct referrals from service providers. If
we do, it is highly unusual for us to follow up on them directly. In
our business model, clients usually initiate the call and contract
with us, or not, based on that conversation, and/or an interview. In
the case of Khepera Charter School, above, since the principal was
expecting us to call, we did.

Question 2(a); How often are these service providers then awarded contracts by the schools they
referred vou to?

Answer: Based on my comments above, I have no way of knowing
this. My clients determine which vendors to hire. It is my
experience that vendors are awarded a contract when they meet the
criteria and offer the best price. In some instances, only one vendor
will bid on a contract. If that vendor meets the RFP criteria and
has a reasonable price it has been hired. For example, Final Mile
received three contracts from Khepera in 2006. In each instance,
they were the sole bid.

Question 2(b): How do you mitigate this potential conflict of interest in order to ensure that all
program competitive bidding rules are being properly followed?

Answer: Given the answer above I do not believe there is a conflict
or potential conflict of interest. In any event, in all cascs,
representatives of the school entity open the sealed bids, evaluate
them, and then decide which projects/contracts to.move forward. {
am not involved in the decision as to which provider is selected to
provide the service required by my client.

Question 3: Do you offer gifts and/or gratuities in any form to service providers that provide you
with leads for vour consulting business?

Answer: As stated above, service providers do not generally
provide me with leads for my consulting business and T do not
offer gifts and/or gratuities in any form to service providers.

Question 3(a): If yes, please provide a list of all service providers vou’'ve compensated in the
past. Additionally please explain the circumstances:

Not applicable given previous answers.

In its letter, SCR stated that it is aware that I am “employed as the IT Director and
Projects Manager at Imhotep Charter School. This is indicated both on the school’s web site as
well as in the emails from me to a service provider contact in 2006.” The statement is only
partially correct. 1 worked as the IT Director and Special Projects Manager at Imhotep Charter
Schools from 2004 but resigned from that position in November 2009.
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USAC also stated in its letter that, “Imhotep Charter School's web site listed Irene
Glickman as an 8" grade teacher. Irene Glickman is also the president and primary contact for
WebGatherings, LLC. She is also the signatory for WebGatherings on each of the web hosting
contracts awarded to her company. One of the schools where WebGatherings is contracted is
Imhotep, where she was listed as a teacher. This is indicative of a potential conflict of interest
that could have compromised the competitive bidding process. Since you are also listed as a staff
member at Imhotep Charter Schools, a relationship exists between vourself and Irene Glickman
that also constitutes a potential conflict of interest; you are acting as the applicant as an
employee of the school and Irene Glickman is the president of a bidding vendor, WebGatherings,
LLC.”

As a preliminary matter it is important to note that the information set forth in SCR’s
letter is not entirely accurate. SCR indicates that Ms. Glickman was an 8™ grade teacher. Please
note that she could not have been because Imhotep Institute Charter School is a high school
spanning grades 9-12. It has no 8th grade. Quite apart from that, I do not believe that Imhotep
ever employed Ms. Glickman in any capacity. Regardless, | have no personal relationship with
Irene Glickman and WebGatherings. To the extent that I have any relationship with her it is a
professional relationship formed after she received a contract from one of my clients. Any
contract awards that WebGatherings received were solely at the discretion of the school entity.

Question 4. How was the potential conflict of interest mitipated with the Imhotep Charter
Schools competitive bidding process?

Answer: There was no conflict of interest or potential conflict of
interest because I had no relationship with Ms. Glickman apart
from brief professional communications with her after posting the
Form 470, as required by my clients. I first came in contact with
WebGatherings in 2003 at the Charter School Conference

Question 4(a): How was the potential conflict of interest mitigated at all other schools where
Webgatherings has been awarded contracts for E-Rate eligible services and you have been listed
as the FCC Form 470/471 contact?

Answer. See answer to Question 4.

In the letter the SCR team stated that Comweb Technology, SPIN 143005079; SNIP Link
LLC, SPIN 143006994; ComTec Systems Inc, SPIN 143008185; Complete Convergence Inc.
dba Micro Technology Groupe, Inc, SPIN 143008940; Geoffrey P. Deans, SPIN 143020516;
Final Mile Technologies, SPIN 143020661; and WebGatherings LLC, SPIN 143026864, form a
significant proportion of the customer base of my clients. As a preliminary matter please note
that this is not surprising given ALEMAR Consulting’s client base. We do not represent large
educational organizations. In fact, the vast majority of our clients are small charter schools,
which to the extent they are seeking technology upgrades are not in a position to award large
contracts. As I understand it there are not many vendors who are willing to bid on such small
contracts. Given that there are few vendors who bid on these types of contracts it follows that
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there is also only a small group of vendors who are awarded these types of contracts.

Question 5): Please provide an explanation for the correlation between Form 471 applications

where the providers listed above were awarded contracts and where you are contracted as a

consultant and listed as a contact.

Answer: If there is a correlation such correlation is due the factors
set forth above. Furthermore, some of the repeat vendors are those
on multi-year contracts. Whenever a potential bidder contacts me
about a posted Form 470, I provide them a copy of the RFP. The
records show that we send out many more RFPs than bids received
for any entity. We have no control if a potential bidder chooses not
to submit a bid. All bids received are considered in the review
process. Many of my small school entities do not receive bids for
all of the listed projects nor, in many instances, do they receive
multiple bids for a single project. It may be that some potential
bidders do not see small schools as worth the effort, although there
is no way to confirm this. In short, there is a small cadre of vendors
who do respond to the Form 470 for these schools and therefore
win the contracts. They do not win all of their bids but they do
submit bids consistently through the years.

Question 6): Please provide a detailed description of your relationship(s) with the following

service providers; how vou first came in contact with each of the 7 service providers listed

below, a description of each service provider’s involvement in the bidding process with the

schools vou consult for, and the extent of your relationship with each of these vendors:

1.

Complete Convergence Inc. dba Micro Technology Groupe, SPIN 1431008940: I first came
in contact with Complete Convergence (MTG) around 1996 when I was employed by the
West Chester Area School District. As with other vendors, the service provider’s
involvement in the bidding process for contracts with any of my clients would have been
limited to submitting a bid to the school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is
strictly professional.

ComTec Systems Inc. SPIN 143008185: T first became aware of ComTec Systems in 2002
and came in contact with the company after it was awarded a contract by two of my clients.
(Harambee and Germantown Settlement). As with other vendors, the service provider’s
involvement in the bidding process for contracts with any of my clients would have been
limited to submitting a bid to the school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is
strictly professional.

. Comweb Technology, SPIN 143005079: 1 first became aware of Comweb Technology in

2002 and when it responded to the posting of the Form 470 for several of my clients. The
company asked for information about any additional schools that may be looking for their
product. It did not win any contracts that year and only one contract the following year, at the
World Communications Charter School. As with other vendors, the service provider’s
involvement in the bidding process for contracts with any of my clients would have been
limited to submitting a bid to the school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is
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strictly professional.

4. Final Mile Technologies, SPIN 143020661: I first came in contact with Final Mile
Technologies in December of 2000 when they requested the 470 numbers for 5 of my clients.
(Germantown Settlement, Imani, Imhotep, Raising Horizons Quest, and the World
Communications Charter Schools.) As with other vendors, the service provider’s
involvement in the bidding process for contracts with any of my clients would have been
limited to submitting a bid to the school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is
strictly professional. |

3. Geoffrey P. Deans, SPIN 143020516: I first became aware of Geoffrey P. Deans in 2000 and
came in contact with him after he was awarded a contract with one of my clients (Imhotep).
As with other vendors, the service provider’s involvement in the bidding process for
contracts with any of my clients would have been limited to submitting a bid to the school.
The extent of my relationship with this vendor is strictly professional.

6. SNIP Link LLC, SPIN 143006994 1 first became aware of SNIP Link LLC in 2002 and
came in contact with the company after it was awarded a contract by two of my clients.
(Harambee and Germantown Settlement). ). As with other vendors, the service provider’s
involvement in the bidding process for contracts with any of my clients would have been
limited to submitting a bid to the school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is
strictly professional.

7. WebGatherings LLC, SPIN 143026864: 1 first came in contact with WebGatherings in 2003
at the Charter School Conference. They already were providing services to one of my clients.
(Imhotep) As with other vendors, the service provider’s involvement in the bidding process
for contracts with any of my clients would have been limited to submitting a bid to the
school. The extent of my relationship with this vendor is strictly professional.

Question 7: If a conflict of interest between yourself and these service providers was in place,
please provide documentation showing how that conflict was mitigated in relation to the
selection of the service providers listed above.

Answer: There was no conflict of interest between my self or
ALEMAR Consulting and the service providers noted above.

Question 8: Were/Are you compensated (monetarily, gifts, meals, leads for your business, etc.)
in any way by the service providers listed above?

Answer: No.

Question 8(a) If ves, please explain how vou are compensated.

Answer: Not applicable given answer to Question 8.

Question 9: Please provide a detailed description of your involvement in the competitive bidding
process for the schools that you consult for.
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Are you involved in the selection of service providers in any way for the schools that you consult

Answer: Once the school has retained the services of ALEMAR
Consulting, I work with the school to identify and define the
projects they wish to bid. I then prepare a document that, once
approved, becomes the RFP and is the basis for completing the
Form 470. I then act as the school’s agent to distribute the RFP in
the manner described above in response to Question 1 as
requested, and field any questions and/or concerns from potential
bidders.

for?

Answer: 1 may or may not sit with the school during the bid
opening and evaluation process depending on the school's wishes.
If T do, T will answer any technical and/or procedural questions
posed to me. 1 do not indicate, in any way, which vendors with
whom to contract. If requested, T may record the evaluation sheet
scores.

Martin Friedman
Alemar Consulting
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I certify that I am authorized to make the representations set forth in the responses to the inquiry
on behalf of myself, Martin Friedman, and Alemar Consulting represented on and responding to
the inquiry, and am the most knowledgeable person with regard to the information set forth
therein. I certify that the responses and supporting documentation to the inquiry are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 1 acknowledge that FCC rules
provide that persons who have been convicted of criminal violations or held civilly liable for
certain acts arising from their participation in the schools and libraries support mechanism are
subject to suspension and debarment from the program. I acknowledge that false statements can
be punished by fine or forfeiture under the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §§ 502, 503(b), or
fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, 18 U.S.C. § 1001 and civil
violations of the False Claims Act.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Exccuted on 9™ day of
December 2010 at Broomall [city], PA [state].

Date
12/09/2010

Signature

Print Name B Vi G Title
Martin Friedman CEO

Employer
ALEMAR Consulting, Inc.

Telephone Number - | Fax Number
610-999-9935 267-285-4514

Email Address
friedman@alemarconsulting.com

Address
442 Lyndhurst Drive, Broomall, PA 19008-4146
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